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CHAPTER I: THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
For nearly twenty years, school officials, teachers, and members 
of the general public have searched for ways to quantify instructional 
effectiveness and to identify the effectiveness of an individual 
teacher's contribution to student growth. Increasing school costs, 
charges of failure of schools to generate a program of studies interest­
ing to many students, reported unrest among students, and the extremely 
large number of new instructional concepts being introduced by edu­
cators have produced an ever-increasing demand for measurement of 
instructional effectiveness. 
A number of different approaches have been utilized to measure 
this instructional effectiveness. A high percentage of schools presently 
have adopted some type of teacher evaluation procedure. The general 
practice is to determine characteristics which an outstanding teacher 
possesses, design a checklist of these characteristics, observe a 
teacher in the act of instruction, and rate the teacher performance 
as evidenced by items on the checklist. This approach is being 
challenged because a rather complicated teacher evaluation sheet 
may be completed by a single observer after only twenty or thirty 
minutes of observation and because teachers express a lack of confidence 
in both the observer and the observation instrument. For these and 
other reasons, an increasingly large number of educators and members 
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of the lay public are asking schools to abandon the traditional con­
cept of evaluating teachers based on observation of the process used 
for the instruction of students. 
Although most salary schedules are based on the concept that 
the number of years a teacher has taught and the number of courses 
the teacher has taken will increase the teacher's effectiveness to 
generate student growth, this approach to evaluation of effectiveness 
is being challenged as not being a valid criterion for the evaluation 
of a teacher. 
A third approach which has been utilized to measure the ef­
fectiveness of instruction has been the approach of input analysis. 
This approach gives attention to measurable input such as per pupil 
expenditure, library expenditure, number of courses offered, age of 
textbooks, average wage of teachers, and other easily quantifiable 
educational inputs. This approach has the advantage of having "hard 
data" and does not require judgments of competency as is needed in the 
observation approach. This approach is being challenged because the 
quantification is done in extremely limited areas without adequate 
evidence that there is a direct relationship with instruction. 
A fourth approach,used by an increasingly larger number of edu­
cators, attempts to concentrate on stating behavioral objectives for 
students and to measure the achievement of the objectives as evidence 
of the teacher's effectiveness. The advocates of this approach assume 
that the teacher is the important factor in the process of instruction 
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and that the student performance is the best evidence of the success 
of the teacher. This approach is challenged because most attempts to 
evaluate teachers on the basis of student performance have been limited 
to one or two psychometric tests designed to identify differences 
in students rather than to determine a level of performance based on 
a pre-determined criterion. 
Statement of the Problem 
Each of the proponents of the different theories of evaluation 
of instructional effectiveness builds a convincing case for his par­
ticular theory and an equally convincing case pointing up the limita­
tions of other theories. Disagreement is found within each group as 
well as between the groups as to which model of teacher evaluation 
should be used. 
A number of educators have suggested adapting the business model 
cf input-process-output to education so that all of the evaluation 
procedures will be available for consideration. Advocation of the ad­
aptation of the business model to an education model appears in educa­
tional literature with increasing frequency. The advocates of the use 
of the business model accept evaluation of the characteristics of 
the teacher and the teaching methods as a viable measure of process but 
wish to include input and product in the final evaluation of instruc­
tional effectiveness. 
The rationale given by the proponents of this model can be sum­
marized to state that if educators wish to continue asking for more 
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money; to experiment with different instructional processes; to build 
new and additional facilities; to increase the availability of sup­
plies, instructional materials, and staff members, the educator must 
provide evidence that these inputs and changes in process will result 
in some increased student output (product). Not only must evidence be 
provided for a change in product, but the change must be judged as 
acceptable by a variety of publics which may have conflicting ideas 
of what the product should be. 
If the business model is to be adapted for use in education, 
several important differences between the business model and any 
adapted model for education must be considered. The goal of business 
is an end of the line product which is very similar, if not identical, 
to all other end of the line products. These end of the line products 
are the result of a given process which is extremely well controlled. 
In education, however, the model must be modified to allow for in­
dividualization of each student (end of the line product). Since the 
goal of education is a variable product, allowance must be made for 
differences in process and input if the variation is to exist. 
Another of the areas of difference between the business model 
and the adapted educational model is the area of input of raw material. 
Quality control in business is achieved by standardizing input and 
process. This results in a standardized product. When a change is 
desired in the product, a minute change in input of raw material is 
initiated and the product is measured to determine the effect of the 
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modification. In education, the input of raw material varies greatly. 
A highly motivated, high I.Q. student, who comes from an upper-middle 
class background where good study habits have been developed and where 
a strong self-concept is assumed, will respond differently than a 
youngster from a less privileged background with poor motivation, 
study habits, and self-concept. 
A third area of difference involves the consideration that a 
product is kept free from non-planned influences, whereas the student 
is continually being influenced by factors over which the teacher has 
no control. By the time a child has been through the sixth grade, he 
will have lived for nearly 100,000 hours but will have spent only 
7,000 hours under the direct supervision of the school. What happens 
to him during the other 93,000 hours will have much influence on his 
school achievement. 
A fourth area of difference is that no single measurement device 
for student achievement is considered satisfactory for use in the evalu­
ation of the instructional effectiveness of the teacher. The value of 
a student's scores resulting from a single battery of achievement tests 
allowing no more than an hour for each subtest is challenged as not 
being a valid measure of teacher competence. 
Some educators express real doubts as to whether the business 
model is a viable analogy because of the great number of variables in­
volved in the education of a student. If, however, the business analogy 
is to be adapted to education, it is necessary to develop a model which 
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will allow for the differences in input, process, and product to be 
considered during the evaluation oi Instructional effectiveness. 
In spite of these differences between the business model and the 
adapted educational model, educators are being asked to design an 
evaluation system which will measure teacher competence based on what 
the students achieve in the classroom of a specific teacher. 
No model, however, has been developed to allow educators to 
utilize multiple sources for evaluation which includes input, process, 
and output. Even though educators have developed ways of measuring 
each of the various components of student growth, no specific research 
has been reviewed which atten^ts to give priorities to the various avail­
able measures of instructional effectiveness. In other words, no 
literature has been reviewed which attempts to generate a formula for 
teacher evaluation which allows the objectives for student growth, 
measurement of the accomplishment of the objectives, the characteristics 
of the students themselvesj and the facilities and materials available 
for instruction to be translated into a single evaluation formula re­
sulting in a single evaluation coefficient. 
Need for a Study 
Although the problem of adapting the business model to education 
is extremely complex, measures of student growth are presently being 
collected and filed in every school. Factors must be identified and 
given priority values so that these measures can be translated into a 
meaningful evaluation for a specific teacher in a specific classroom. 
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If educators are to respond to requests for evidences of student growth 
which fall into the category of hard data, some assessment of what are 
acceptable criteria is necessary. 
Most schools gather many kinds and types of judgment data from 
a wide variety of sources which could be used in a comprehensive 
evaluation system. However, each of the presently available measures 
for evaluation are limited to using bits and pieces of this evidence. 
Cumulative records are filled with test scores, grades, personal 
information, data about special problems, health status, and other 
information about the student. Annual reports to boards of education 
provide records of expenditures, pupil teacher ratios, age of buildings, 
library use counts, special services available, amounts and kinds of space 
available for instruction, and information about types and numbers of 
courses offered. 
If the business model is to be adapted to education and if student 
growth as a seasurs of teacher effectiveness is to be used, a number 
of questions must be answered. A few of these questions follow; 
1. Should the measurement of student growth used to evaluate a 
teacher include student achievements, attitudes, self-concept, 
social maturity, creativity, student enthusiasm for education, 
project quality, skill inventories, library checkout record, and 
other indicators of student growth? 
2. When measures are determined, should the measures be nationally 
normed, state normed, locally normed, national criterion, state 
criterion, local criterion, teacher judgment, student judgment, 
parent judgment or a combination of the above? 
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3. Should every teacher be expected to achieve the same growth for 
every group of students, or is it necessary to consider student 
difference in age, sex, age of parents, weight, height, attendance 
in school, I.Q., socio-economic status, parent aspiration, student 
aspiration, attitude toward school, parent attitude toward school, 
self image, health, entering achievement level, growth record, 
social maturity index, work history, number of schools attended, 
outside interests and participation, and educational level of parents? 
4. Should the teacher be expected to get the same amount of growth 
from each group of students or should some consideration be given 
to facilities and materials available such as age of building, room 
size, equipment inventory, library expenditure, class size, supply 
expenditure, special teachers, condition of building, custodial 
services, thermal environment, temperature, lighting, flexibility 
of space, storage, availability of materials, equipment, textbooks, 
supplementary materials, guidance services, aides* clerical assist­
ance, parent assistance, and parent cooperation? 
5. How can a number of factors to be utilized in the evaluation of 
a specific teacher in a specific classroom be weighted so that a 
formula can be developed which will be accepted both by teachers 
and by those charged with the responsibility for evaluation? 
There is no longer a question of whether there should be evalu­
ation. Educators presently have evaluation in many forms. However, 
present methods of evaluating instructional effectiveness are being 
challenged. 
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The teacher claims that the observation of a teacher is too 
subjective and depends upon the opinion of a single evaluator. Even 
where a rather sophisticated instrument is used, teachers claim that 
the observations are of too short a duration and do not really represent 
what the teacher is capable of doing. No single measure is considered 
as satisfactory for the evaluation of the instructional effectiveness 
of the teacher. Although nationally normed achievement tests provide 
evidences of differences in student growth, teachers are reluctant to 
be judged on their effectiveness through this measure because of the 
individual differences of the students, differences in time, material, 
and facilities available for instruction. Although observation of 
process has long been accepted as an indicator of instructional ef­
fectiveness, the limits of personnel available to observe the teacher, 
the limits of time, and the limits of the teacher's confidence in the 
evaluator make the evaluation of teacher characteristics questionable. 
If a teacher is to be evaluated on the basis of student achieve­
ment, the student achievement must be adjusted for differences in ini­
tial ability and attitudes of the students, materials and facilities 
available, and differences in instructional process. Because there are 
so many factors involved in the identification of effective instruction, 
an attempt should be made to identify the factors which are presently 
being used so that the teacher may become aware of what measures of 
instructional effectiveness might be utilized for evaluation. If hard 
data is to be introduced into the evaluation of teachers, it will be 
10 
necessary to identify those factors which teachers and administrators 
consider as mitigating influences causing results to differ from class 
to class and student to student. No single evaluation of test results 
and student achievement can be considered as valid unless some con­
sideration is given to adjusting the evaluation to realistic expecta­
tions. A study is needed to determine what considerations should be 
given to identify satisfactory indicators of teacher performance. Fac­
tors of what can be considered in the evaluation based on student 
growth must be identified before evaluation can begin. 
A relatively single procedure needs to be developed which will 
allow educators to identify the measures of evaluation presently 
available and weight these measures in some way so that a single rating 
of instructional effectiveness may be determined. If the adapted 
business model evaluation of instructional effectiveness is to become 
a reality, all of the information available must be identified and 
given some priority rating. Unless this is done, the data collected 
will remain non-integrated pieces of interesting information from which 
questionable decisions will be made. A total evaluation of the in­
structional effectiveness will be possible only when all available in­
formation is utilized. 
A study zs needed to quantify and qualify each of the available 
measures in such a way that they may be translated locally into a 
measurement formula which will provide an evaluation of the product of a 
teacher's efforts rather than an evaluation of the processes used by the 
teacher. 
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Purposes of the Study 
It was the general purpose of this study to identify factors which 
principals, teachers, and school board members consider to be acceptable 
evidences of objectives for student growth, of measures of student 
growth, and the factors limiting student growth over which the teacher 
has no control. The intent, then, was to translate these evidences 
into a weighted formula which might be of use to school districts as 
a model for the construction of a portion of an evaluation instrument 
which will report these evidences. 
The first purpose of the study was to identify present objectives 
for student growth, available measures of this growth, and student 
and system characteristics which might have an effect on what can 
be considered a part of the evaluation procedure. 
The second purpose of the study was to determine priority or level 
of importance for each of the variables based on what teachers, 
principals, and school board members consider as viable levels of in­
put for the generation of a single evaluation formula designed to 
judge the effectiveness of a teacher. 
The third purpose of the study was to determine if enough 
agreement existed among principals, teachers, and board members so 
that mean importance factors derived from the study could be used as 
values in an evaluation formula. 
The fourth purpose of the study was to generate a model of a 
formula which might be of use in the evaluation of teachers. 
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Objectives of the Study 
In order that the above purposes could be accomplished, the 
following objectives were established: 
1. Review the literature to determine which evaluation pro­
cedures are presently being used or advocated. 
2. Select a group of variables which may be considered as 
objectives for student growth. 
3. Select a group of variables which may be considered as 
measures for the accomplishment of the objectives of 
student growth. 
4. Select a group of variables which may be considered as 
evidence of differences which change the expectation of 
contribution to student growth by a given teacher in a 
specific assignment. 
5. Select a method whereby the objectives, measurement devices, 
and correction factors can be translated into an evaluation 
formula for evaluating teachers. 
6. Determine if some agreement can be identified as to the per­
ceived importance of some of the variables as either an ob­
jective for student growth, a measure of student growth, or 
a control on which the measure could be regressed. 
7. Consider the following questions; 
a. Do principals, teachers, and school board members presently 
perceive some objective, measurement, and correction 
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factors which might be utilized in teacher evaluation 
based on student growth as being more important than 
other factors? 
b. Which factors, if any, are presently perceived by prin­
cipals, teachers, and board members to be contributors 
in greater proportion than other factors? 
c. Does some agreement presently exist among teachers, 
principals, and board members as to which factors are 
most important? 
d. Can a model be developed which will weight the contribu­
tion of a variety of factors into an evaluation formula 
based on student growth? 
8. Design an equation which will provide a way to identify dif­
ferences in individual teachers based on measures of pre-
specified objectives corrected for student and facility dif­
ferences. 
To achieve these objectives, the following hypotheses were tested: 
1. Ho: There is no significant difference among the perceptions 
of principals, teachers, and school board members as to 
the factors considered as appropriate objectives for 
education. 
2. Ho: There is no significant difference among the perceptions 
of principals, teachers, and school board members as to 
the factors considered as appropriate measures of stu­
dent growth. 
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3. Ho: There is no significant difference among the perceptions 
of principals, teachers, and school board members as to 
the factors considered as corrections necessary if 
teacher evaluation is to be based upon student growth. 
4. Ho; There is no significant difference among the agreement 
of principals, teachers, and school board members to 
statements advocating the use of student growth as an 
indicator of teacher performance. 
Assumptions 
It was determined that some basic assumptions must be made before 
the hypotheses could be tested. The assumptions upon which this study 
was based include: 
1. Student growth is the only valid measure of teacher effective­
ness. 
2. Methods and measures are presently available which allow fac­
tors contributing to student growth to be identified and re­
ported quantitatively. 
3. A variety of sources of information must be identified if 
teacher evaluation is to be based upon student growth. 
4. Differences in student characteristics must be identified if 
teacher evaluation is to be based upon student growth. 
5. Differences in available materials and facilities must be 
identified if teacher evaluation is to be based upon student 
growth. 
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6. The specific contributors to student growth must finally be 
determined by the local school district. 
7. The specific measures of student growth must finally be de­
termined by the local school district. 
8. Teachers, principals, and school board members are in a posi­
tion to make value judgments of factors which should be in­
cluded in a teacher evaluation formula based upon student 
growth. 
9. Because of the pioneering nature of this study, a small sample 
of 147 cases from twenty-one schools will provide an indication 
of possible trends of perceptions of teachers, principals, and 
school board members toward factors which should be included 
in a study of teacher evaluation based upon student growth, 
10, Tendencies to rank the variables in a consistent pattern and 
tendencies to assign mean importance factors within a three 
percent range will be considered as evidence of agreement 
among the groups for purposes of determining a model weighted 
teacher evaluation formula. 
Definitions 
Student Growth - Any change in attitude, creativity, enthusiasm, 
library use, project quality, self-concept, skill attainment, social 
maturity, or other quality of accomplishment which is accepted as 
a legitimate objective for the school experience. 
16 
Objective - A criterion or goal established for a student or 
group of students and assigned as a responsibility of a teacher. 
Measure of Student Growth - Any device or data gathering pro­
cedure used to collect evidence for determining the degree to which 
an objective is accomplished. 
Correction Factor - Any influence which might effect the ac­
complishment of educational objectives over which the teacher has 
little or no control and limited to differences in students and avail­
able materials and facilities used in instruction. 
Criterion Measure - Any measure used to determine whether a 
student has achieved a pre-specified level of accomplishment of an 
objective. 
Normed Measure - Any measure used to determine whether a student 
has achieved a statistically compared level of accomplishment of an 
objective. 
Judgment - Any organized collection or opinions as to whether 
a student has accomplished an objective. 
Factor - Any single quantifiable measure used in the evaluation 
of instructional effectiveness. 
Delimitations 
The study was confined to utilization of student growth as a 
factor in teacher evaluation. The participants in the study were 
limited to teachers, principals, and school board members who have had 
a minimum of three years of experience and were presently serving in 
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randomly selected Iowa schools during the 1972-73 school year. 
The participants from any selected school were limited to one 
elementary teacher, one junior high teacher, one senior high teacher, 
one elementary principal, one junior high principal, one senior high 
principal, and one board member 
The factors selected as objectives for student growth, measures 
of student growth, and corrections necessary for utilization of student 
growth for teacher evaluation were limited to those appearing on the 
questionnaire and those recommended for inclusion of the study by the 
participants. 
The perceptions gathered for the purposes of the study provided 
data only on current principal, teacher, and board member opinions re­
lating to present opinions about the use of student growth in con­
nection with teacher evaluation. 
Sources of Data 
The data contributing to the findings reported in this study were 
collected in three stages. The first stage included a search of the 
literature to locate those factors considered to contribute to the 
measurement of instructional effectiveness. The second stage in­
cluded the submission of the list to a panel of selected faculty mem­
bers and graduate students in educational administration from five 
colleges and universities to determine if any additional factors could 
be recommended for inclusion in the study. The third stage included 
a survey of selected Iowa principals, teachers, and school board 
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members from twenty-one schools, using an opinionnaire designed to 
collect educators' perceptions of the relative contribution of each of 
the factors. 
Organization of the Study 
The report of the study was organized into five chapters and a 
section containing a bibliography, acknowledgements, and related ap­
pendices. Chapter I was structured to provide the reader with in­
formation concerning a general introduction, the statement of the prob­
lem, a need for the study, objectives of the study, assumptions, 
definitions, delimitations, sources of data, and the organization of 
the study. 
Chapter II was devoted to a review of related literature which 
included present practices of teacher evaluation, recommendations for 
change, the development of attention to educational objectives, con­
sideration of student growth, and a sunsnary statement. 
Chapter III was devoted to providing the reader with information 
about the methods and procedures of the study. 
The findings of the study are reported in Chapter IV and include 
comparisons of groups' and sub-groups' perceptions of factors considered 
appropriate for inclusion in a teacher evaluation formula based on 
student growth. 
Chapter V includes a review of the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations for further study. 
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Present teacher evaluation is best described as the observation of 
a teacher in the act of teaching. This observation is usually done by 
a principal or other supervisory person on the school staff. This 
evaluation follows the design of determining the objectives of education, 
identifying teacher characteristics and practices assumed or judged most 
useful in helping students achieve those objectives, preparing a check­
list to identify a teacher's performance based on those characteristics, 
and recording the evaluator's perceptions of the teacher's performance. 
The deviation of this study from the traditional pattern of teacher 
evaluation has increased the scope of research and the related literature 
to literally thousands of references. Therefore representative studies 
have been reviewed so the concept of determining teacher evaluation based 
on student growth can be developed. These references include present 
and recommended teacher evaluation practices and procedures, establish­
ment of objectives, measurement of student growth to determine if the 
objectives have been met, and identification of factors influencing 
student growth over which the teacher has no control. 
Although it would have been appropriate to review literature and 
studies relating to multiple input measurement of pre-selected objectives 
for student growth as corrected for outside influences, no literature was 
located which included all facets that the terms imply. This review 
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will be limited to literature selected to offer some insight as to how 
and why the problem was chosen for study. 
Present Practices for Teacher Evaluation 
The two traditional purposes for teacher evaluation is to rate the 
teacher and to improve instruction. In a study to determine what is, in 
fact, the practice of schools using a principal's observation for the 
purpose of evaluating teachers, Stemnock (40, 2-7) surveyed all schools 
in the nation enrolling 25,000 or more pupils. One hundred ten schools 
responded who had teacher evaluation programs which they did not intend 
to revise during the 1971-72 school year. One hundred two schools re­
ported using teacher evaluation systems for the stimulation of improvement 
of teacher performance, ninety-four for reappointment of probationary 
teachers, ninety for moving probationary teachers to permanent status, 
eighty-five for evidence of dismissal consideration, sixty-four for re­
assignment, sixty-three for promotion, sixteen for qualifying for regular 
increments, four for acceleration on the salary schedule, and two for 
qualification for merit. 
Most schools surveyed evaluate teachers annually. Although nearly 
all of the respondents indicated that observations were for improvement 
of instruction, only half required a follow-up conference with the 
teacher. No school reported input other than administrative observation 
for teacher evaluation. Sixty-two per cent of the districts used a 
prepared checklist for supporting this observation. Nearly half of the 
schools were attempting to establish a formal grievance procedure (40, 
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pp. 8-9). 
Queer (35, pp. 1-4) surveyed the sixty largest school districts in 
the nation and reported fifty districts using rating scales. He reported 
twenty-four districts as using principal's evaluation only, five using the 
principal's and another administrator or supervisor. Fewer than half 
the schools reported the purpose of the evaluation and those reports 
varied. 
Taxonomies of teacher characteristics 
The practice of observing teachers for the purposes of evaluation 
requires criteria to which the teacher is compared. A variety of forms 
for recording teacher evaluation are developed on the basis of one of 
the many taxonomies of teacher characteristics. One such taxonomy was 
developed by Fawcett (13) who asked judges for perceptions of the im­
portance of items used for teacher observation. The items were cate­
gorized under goal setting, assignaient of specific responsibility; 
evaluation and reward, authority, research, record keeping, coordination 
internally and externally, communication, identification, pacing, inter­
personal skills, and maintenance of the learning environment. 
He concluded that the broad acceptance of these items in the in­
ventory. .. suggests this is a helpful way of identifying teaching skills. 
Twelve of the eighteen categories resulted in scales for evaluating 
teachers (13, p. 116). 
Baral (1), in a comprehensive study of teacher characteristics, de­
veloped a taxonomy of 1137 teacher behaviors which can be used to support 
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evaluation of personal and professional characteristics; speech, voice, 
gestures, language patterns; lesson planning; use of goals, aims, and 
objectives; evaluation; motivation; discipline; teacher-student inter­
action; lecturing; directing; questioning and responding; making as­
signments; monitoring in-class assignments; review and correction of 
assignments; use of instructional materials; use of audio-visual aids; 
feedback and reinforcement; review; ending a lesson; summary; introduc­
tion to a unit, pacing, transfer; inductive teaching and problem 
solving; discussion and small group work; oral reports and panel dis­
cussions; individual differences; and individualization of instructional 
and general skills. The items classified under these general headings 
were utilized as a pool from which an evaluation could be drawn, printed 
by a computer, and used for the observation and evaluation of a teacher 
for a specific purpose. In his summary, he concludes: 
Certain imbalances now exist and these should be corrected 
before expanding the pool to include any new dimension 
of classroom behaviors (1, p. 15). 
Agreement of observers 
Although much attention has been given to preparing lists of 
teacher characteristics and evaluation records, some disagreement is 
found as to how effectively observers use the instruments prepared from 
these lists. Jones (20) demonstrated that two trained observers can 
achieve levels of agreement using the IOTA instrument for the evaluation 
of teachers. However, Washington (44, p. 9) tested the level of agree­
ment among untrained observers using a modified form of IOTA and found 
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no agreement among two-hundred observers (teachers, administrators, 
and supervisors) at all levels although each viewed the same three films 
and used the same evaluation instrument. 
Medley and Mit2ell(29, pp. 247-325), in a comprehensive review of 
the major contributions in the area of systematic observation concluded; 
No fallacy is more widely believed than the one which says it 
is possible to judge a teacher's skill by watching him teach.... 
If ratings for effectiveness are valid, they should at least 
show a moderate correlation with imperfect criteria (measure­
ment of student learning) (29, p. 257). 
In a discussion of the practice of observing the teacher in the 
act of teaching, Biddle and Ellna (3, pp. 415-441) commented: 
Thus, although a wide variety of classroom phenomena has been 
in fact investigated, it is difficult for the reviewer and the 
investigator to understand the relationships between their 
findings and those of others (3, p. 435). 
Demographic characteristics 
Demographic characteristics have been historically used to identify 
differences among teachers and is based on the assumption that the num­
ber of college courses taken and the years of teaching experience will 
produce more effective teachers. Nearly all salary schedules for pay­
ing teachers are based on this assumption. 
These differences, as well as differences in age, sex, socioeconomic 
position, income, and others, have been investigated. In a classic 
study, Morsh and Wilder (31) summarized and synthesized three hundred 
sixty references from Education Index, Psychological Abstracts, and re­
views and bibliographies. No evidence was located to support the con­
tention that grades, age, experience, or personality as judged through 
24 
interviews, observation, and superiors ratings, were adequate judgments 
of which of several teachers is most competent. 
In a study investigating the demographic characteristics of 
teachers, including training, sex, and marital status, Rossie (38) 
concluded that these characteristics are not significantly related to 
student achievement. 
It would seem that observation of the teacher for purposes of 
teacher evaluation tends to be a widespread practice. Present teacher 
evaluation appears to be almost entirely based on administrator observation 
of the teacher in the process of teaching and on demographic character­
istics of the teacher and the teaching process. Although a large number 
of process variables have been identified for use in evaluation of a 
teacher, no mention was made of student growth. The reliability and 
validity of the use of observation of the teacher in the act of instruction 
has been questioned. 
The use of demographic characteristics to identify differences in 
teachers has also been questioned. This section of the review of 
literature questions, if not challenges, the traditional teacher evalu­
ation system without recommending a viable alternative. 
Recommendations for Change 
Recent interest in general accountability has caused educators to 
look more carefully at the concept of evaluation. Recent literature is 
devoting increased space to evaluation of instruction and evaluation 
of teachers. Traditional evaluation measures and techniques are being 
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challenged. 
Medley and Mitzell (28, p. 317) discussed methods for the study 
of effective teacher behavior and suggested; 
The more promising approach would seem to abandon the at­
tempts to get agreement on effective teaching and within 
the conceptual framework to identify and measure dimensions 
of student teacher interactions which seem important and re­
late these aspects of pupil achievement and attitude 
change - the ultimate criterion of teacher effectiveness. 
Multiple criteria 
In a request for implementation of the concepts of antecedent, 
transaction, and outcome, Stake (39, pp. 181-212) pointed up the need 
for consideration of objectives, priorities, and other judgment data to 
be considered in the evaluation of education outcomes. Recognizing that 
judgments are challenged as not being scientific, exact, or reliable, 
he pointed out; 
The evaluator can prepare a record of what educators intend, 
of ways observers perceive, of what patrons generally expect, 
and of what judges value the immediate program to be.... 
Success (in using judgment data) does not mean hitting the 
bull's eye; success means coming acceptably close to a 
valued target. The responsibility of the evaluator is not 
only to find a good target test and to tag the discrepant 
shots; he should also learn what accuracy is appropriate. 
He should learn which people hold the goal in high regard 
and which do not... (39, p. 152). 
He pointed out that some objectives are of a high value and some 
are not and so a reasonable measure is available. He described in detail 
several approaches to gathering judgment data and concluded; 
Maybe it would have been more appropriate in the opening 
paragraph if it had said that this review is a guide to what 
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evaluators are not doing with judgment data....Evaluators 
have an obligation to make a careful search for objectives, 
standards, and other judgment data (39, p. 204). 
McNally (25, pp. 353-357) tended to support the concept of multiple 
inputs for use with teacher evaluation. He indicated that evaluation 
should be focused on the situation, and not the teacher alone. He 
suggested inclusion of curriculum, classroom appearance, teacher, 
children, facilities, materials available for instruction, the nature of 
the community, conception of education held by the principal and staff, 
pupil evaluation, marking and reporting practices used, time schedule, 
climate for the operation and expectations. 
Christian (9) suggested that evaluation evidence should be collected 
and investigated as traits possessed by the teacher, processes used by 
the teacher, and products produced by teaching. He points out that all 
evaluators are not looking for the same thing. 
Measurement and procedure 
In a discussion of the measurement of teaching ability, Barr (2) 
considered behavior change on the part of the students as a necessary 
consideration for teacher evaluation provided those changes are based 
on objectives. He commented: 
It seems to me that the ultimate criterion of teacher 
success will have to be found in the change produced in 
pupils, measured in terms of the objectives of education 
(2, p. 568). 
If the multiple input concept is to become a reality, it is probable 
that educators will have to look for different kinds of methods and 
procedures, although attention will still be given to recognizing the 
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limits of research, if innovations of ideas are to receive attention. 
In a paper presented for the American Association of Personnel Adminis­
trators, Harsh (18) gives attention to the use of performance measures 
for teacher evaluation and recommended; 
...selecting explicit criteria for context, input, process, and 
product; stating priorities for multiple criteria; delineating 
the objectives of the teacher as they relate to CIPP; initiating 
staff involvement through all developments; and separating the 
observation process and the data collected for evaluation. 
Although the recommendation was made in connection with continuing 
to search for more effective ways to observe teachers, the movement to­
ward product will require increasingly different kinds of input. 
Ginther (15) suggested that the evaluator strive for "increasingly 
vigorous scales." He further suggested the extension of the number and 
kinds of evidence used, loosening the specificity of both stimuli and 
responses, and increasing the normative data, 
Popham (33, p. 12) summarized the position taken that some recom­
mendations for change are necessary when he submitted; 
The main problem with classroom observation strategies is that 
there is tenuous evidence, at best, which indicates that cer­
tain teacher behaviors are related across the board to student 
outcomes. 
Specific alternatives 
Several educators have designed specific alternatives to evalua­
tions of teachers and the estimation of the effect teachers have on 
students. 
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A national assessment In a discussion of a national assessment 
program, Tyler (43, p. 6) explained the reason for using several data 
gathering devices to guarantee multiple input to the assessment; 
Interviews, questionnaires, performance tests and observational 
procedures are also to be employed to furnish information 
about interests, habits, skills, and practices that have been 
learned. Because school objectives commonly include these 
areas, it is necessary to see that some assessment is made of 
the levels of attainment. 
Classroom interaction analysis Interest in observing the class­
room while the teacher is in the act of teaching has two basic procedures. 
One is the procedure of a principal observing and watching the teacher 
to determine a judgment of the level of effectiveness. The other is a 
trained observer watching the students and recording the happenings. 
Flanders (14, p. 28), one of the chief authors of classroom interaction 
analysis, defined the process as follows: 
Classroom interaction analysis refers not to one system, but to 
many systems for coding spontaneous verbal conrnunication, ar­
ranging the data into a useful display, and then analyzing the re­
sults in order to study patterns of teaching and learning. 
Similar to many of the procedures to get at student growth through 
the observation method, the weakness of classroom interaction analysis 
is viewed as not relating closely enough with the desired student growth. 
Rosenshine (37, p. 297) discussed the development and use of instruments 
used in classroom interaction analysis and concluded: 
Without adequate data on classroom transactions, it is difficult 
for an evaluator to make suggestions for the modification of an 
instructional program. Yet researchers are only beginning to de­
velop tools and concepts for the evaluation and study of in­
struction. Currently, three major needs are--greater specification 
of the teaching strategies to be used with instructional materials, 
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improved observational instruments that attend to the context 
of the interactions and describe the classroom interactions 
in more appropriate units than frequency counts, and more 
research into the relationshipsbetween classroom events and 
student outcome measures. 
Although interaction analysis does have implications for teacher 
evaluation, its basic purpose is to improve the instructional process 
which involves much more than just the teacher. 
Teacher examination Medley (27, pp. 12-37) discussed a teacher 
test which might be of use in directly predicting and evaluating teacher 
competence. He identifies twenty-eight categories which are listed 
under the major headings of the general culture area, the subject matter 
component, instructional skill, professionalism, and personality in­
tegration. 
A second type of teacher examination is described by Popham (33, 
p. 40). He indicated that there are significant advantages to using 
short term performance tests^ In this test, a teacher would teach 
for a short period of time to a prespecified objective and be judged on 
the achievement of the student. A test similar in concept was designed by 
Lawson (24, p. 3) who used an especially prepared criterion test and 
video tapes to measure teachers' ability to relate to students. 
Student judgment There has been increased interest in education 
especially at the level of higher education, in using student judgment 
as one of the variables in evaluation of teachers. Stemnock (41) dis­
cussed the practice of using students to evaluate teachers and of using 
teachers to evaluate principals. A comprehensive set of measurement 
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devices have been developed for this purpose. 
In summary, the standard use of a principal's observation of the 
teacher to determine the effectiveness of a teacher is challenged by 
concepts of classroom interaction analysis, looking at changes in the 
pupil in terms of the objectives of education, observing the teacher in 
the act of teaching to a set of pre-specified objectives, and gener­
ally looking for a way to improve upon the traditional practice. 
Curriculum Patterns and Educational Objectives 
If student growth is to be considered in the process of evaluation 
of the teacher, objectives utilized in the evaluation will have to be 
general enough to encompass all possible curriculum patterns and all 
specific behavioral objectives. 
Curriculum patterns 
Good (16, pp. 13-114) discussed a variety of curriculum patterns 
within which a teacher might work or be expected or required to work. 
The patterns are generalized as curriculum patterns of activity, broad 
fields, child centered, community centered, core, correlated experience, 
fused* integrated; pupil-teacher planned, subject, and unified. 
Within any of the curriculum patterns, a set of objectives must be 
established. One of the earliest, comprehensive, major studies of 
logical objectives or goals for the teacher-student relationship was 
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done for the Mid-Century Committee on Outcomes of Elementary Education. 
In a report for the committee, assembled to describe for educators, test 
makers, and interested citizens, the measurable goals of instruction in 
the elementary schools, Kearney (21) reported the findings of three sub­
committees: the committee of consultants (13 outstanding educational 
leaders), the committee of critics, (10 classroom teachers and supervisors), 
and the survey committee (11 school administrators, teachers, re­
searchers, and members of interested publics). The committee recom­
mended goals for; 
knowledge and understanding, skill and competence, attitude 
and interest, action pattern, and the determining conditions 
for the study areas of physical development, health and body 
care; individual social and emotional needs; ethical be­
havior, standards, and values; social relations; the social 
world; the physical world; esthetic development; communication; 
and quantitative relationships. 
Under these major headings, 1,939 specific objectives were out­
lined as the responsibility of the elementary schools. Nearly twenty-
five years later, the Center for the Study of Evaluation (S) generated 
a list nearly as long from educators and laymen during a nationwide 
study. The categories within which the objectives were classified were; 
Personal temperament, social temperament, attitudes, inter­
ests and needs, valuing arts and crafts, producing arts and 
crafts, understanding arts and crafts, reasoning, creativity, 
memory, foreign language skills, foreign language assimila­
tion, language construction, reference skills, mathematical 
concepts, arithmetic operations, mathematical applications, 
geometry, measurement, music appreciation and interest, music 
performance, music understanding, health and safety, physical 
skills, word perception, word recognition, reading mechanics, 
reading comprehension, reading interpretation, reading appre­
ciation and response, religious knowledge, religious belief, 
scientific processes, scientific knowledge, scientific approach, 
history and civics, geography, sociology, and application of 
social studies. 
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The identification of the major categories of objectives as done 
for the elementary school, a list which might well be appropriate at 
every level of education, covers a minimal number of objectives compared 
to the undertaking of the Instructional Objectives Exchange (19). This 
service has designed and published specific behavioral objectives from 
which criterion tests for local school district use can be constructed. 
No discussion of objectives is complete without mention of the 
taxonomy for classifying objectives developed by Bloom (4). This tax­
onomy coupled with contributions from Krathewohl (23) and Kibler, Barker 
and Miles (22) provides an overview of the three domains: cognitive, 
affective, and psychomotor. 
It appears that objectives are available at several levels of ab­
straction to fit any curriculum or need which a local district may 
choose to identify. At the lower level of abstraction, the objectives 
for education number into the tens of thousands^ If teacher evaluation 
is to be based on student growth, the objectives for that student growth 
will have to be identified at a level of semantic abstraction so that 
tests and judges (raters) can respond meaningfully. 
Measuring the Accomplishment of Objectives 
Tens of thousands of goals and objectives, at various levels of 
specificity and abstraction have been established. These range from 
the very specific day to day classroom objective, as typified by Magar 
(26), to the more elusive "expressive objectivity", as identified by 
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Eisner (12). At one extreme, a measurable objective is established, 
instruction takes place, the accomplishment of the objective is tested, 
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and a decision is made as to whether the objective was, in fact, ac­
complished. At the other extreme, an activity or experience is provided 
for the student for no other reason than having the student participate 
in that activity or experience. 
Kinds and types of measures available to measure the accomplishment 
of objectives presents the same type of problem. Just as the objectives 
numbered in the thousands, so did the numbers of measurement devices 
available for measuring the accomplishment of the objectives. 
Nationally normed measures 
One of the major sources of measurement devices is the Mental 
Measurements Yearbook edited by Euros (7). This yearbook provides an 
index of major headings for tests which would be normed as national 
measures. Volune I includes achievement batteries, character and per­
sonality, English, fine arts, foreign languages, intelligence, and 
mathematics. Volume II is devoted to miscellaneous tests including minor 
subject matter areas and socio-economic status, multi-aptitude batteries, 
reading, science, sensory motor, social studies, speech and hearing, 
and vocations. 
Specific measurement needs 
A thesaurus of educational research and resources has been produced 
by the Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC (11). Information 
and recommendations on testing and evaluation is within the reach of 
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every educator through the use of the ERIC system. Should an educator 
need research direction to select one of the measures to make a standard­
ized judgment or to gather teacher, student, or parent responses and 
judgments, a referral to this service will place thousands of descrip­
tions within easy access. 
Local measurement development 
A reference for identification of measures available for local 
school use and of ways to utilize the measures was typified by Thomas 
(42) in his discussion of the availability and use of student progress 
measures. This discussion includes class tests; achievement tests; apti­
tude tests; and personality tests such as adjustment inventories, projec­
tive techniques, picture association, and self-concept inventories. 
Direction for selection of a source of measure 
The local school district must determine what objectives that par-
the measuring, and finally determine a plan of action which will allow 
the measure to be effective, Popham and Baker (34, p. 63) discussed the 
means and the goal referenced instructional model and identify the pat­
tern of specification of objectives, preassessment, instruction, and 
evaluation. They stated; 
Tests should enable a teacher to gather observations about the 
student with respect to an instructional objective.,,, A test 
may consist of either a student product such as a record of the 
student product like a term paper, a spelling test, or an art 
project; or a record of a student's behavior, such as a student's 
observed ability to sing a scale, make a speech, or throw a ball. 
The form a test takes, whether it calls for product or behavior, 
depends on the objective that the teacher has originally stated. 
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Although the comments on the form a test may take was directed to 
the final assessment of the accomplishment of a classroom objective, the 
same concept would be true for any judge of student growth. 
Students and parents have goals and objectives, as real but not as 
well verbalized as the educators', which they assess daily. Attention 
should be given to the client-centered concept as outlined by Redfern 
(36, pp. 6-10) so students and parents can have a real part in teacher 
evaluation. In a discussion of the 1963-64 annual report of the Students 
Reaction Center at Western Michigan University, Bryan (6, p. 21), a 
major author in the study of student evaluation of teachers stated; 
"Other things being equal, the teacher who conducts classes that students 
find challenging and interesting is more effective than the one who con­
ducts classes that bore students...." It would seem that there is an 
implication within this concept that students are capable of making judg­
ments about what bores them and, perhaps, about what they have learned. 
Parents must also be involved in judgments about teacher evaluation. 
Oscarson (32) points up a need for community involvement. 
The literature supports the contention that readily accessible 
measurement devices are available for educators interested in identify­
ing measures relating to student growth and can be located with little 
effort. It appears that some effort has been made to measure virtually 
every objective in the schema of education. For whatever objective there 
might be to measure an objective, it would appear that there is a high 
probability that a measurement device based on some research is available 
or has research-based direction for development. 
3> 
Uncontrolled Factors 
A study of teacher evaluation based on student growth is open to 
the same charges as faces other researchers, the charge of contamina­
tion of outside factors beyond the control of the researcher. 
An interesting phenomenon occurs with the use of standardized 
testing when educators are asked about confidence in the ^ results and the 
purposes to which they should be put. Goslin (17) reported that nearly 
seventy per cent of public school professional personnel have indicated 
that they prefer standardized tests as a measure of the student's in­
tellectual ability. More than one-half of the schools reported import­
ance of reasons for using test results as "to guide pupils to appropriate 
curricula, measure the level of achievement by individuals, measure gain 
made by individuals, and measure average gain in achievement by all 
pupils in a given course of instruction." Although more than seventy 
per cent indicated that the standardized tests should be used to evaluate 
the school curriculum, only slightly more than forty per cent indicated 
that it should be used to evaluate teacher effectiveness. 
Many educators agree that the most satisfactory criterion measure 
is the product of performance; the emphasis being on the result or 
outcome of the instruction rather than the process of instruction. The 
major reason for preferring pupil outcome as a measure of teacher ef­
fectiveness is that the goal of teaching is learner development; and 
therefore, the teacher should be accountable by providing evidence that 
learning has occurred. 
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Bolton (5) indicates; 
...that pupil outcome includes how pupils think, perform, and 
feel.,.. Consequently, the traditional measures used for gather­
ing data for preferred criteria include knowledge and ability 
measures, tests designed to measure what a person knows, skill 
performance measures, tests designed to measure what a person 
can do, attitudinal measures, measures designed to assess a 
person's feelings or desires, arid interest measures. 
The chief disadvantage in use of products as criterion 
measures is the difficulty of adequately controlling ex­
ternal factors in order to provide reasonable assurance that 
the hypothesized product, is truly a product of criterion be­
havior rather than that of a wide range of uncontrolled condi­
tions occurring prior to and concurrently with the criterion 
behavior.... Evaluation study of pupil outcome is often con­
founded and contaminated by the effects of uncontrolled factors. 
He identified referenced purposes of evaluation to be for per­
formance, improvement of instruction, rewarding superior performance, 
modification of assignment, protection of the individual and organiza­
tion, validation of the selection process, promotion of individual 
growth, and facilitation of self evaluation. 
In a study attempting to determine if teachers are influential in 
changing the pattern of student growth, Mood (30) indicated that teacher 
performance seems to be more relevant than certification, education, 
and experience. During the discussion of the study, he indicated a 
need for recognizing other groups who might well have had an influence 
on the student equal to or greater than the teacher. He comments that 
the study: 
...attempted to obtain some sort of comprehensive quantitative 
understanding of the whole range of basic factors that enter 
into educational achievement.... We can now see that our in­
struments were too crude because they did not begin to cover 
all the important facets of such complex factors as parents, 
teachers, and peers... (30, pp. 8-9). 
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In the famous Coleman report (10), the influence of outside fac­
tors was challenged when the conclusion indicated that no influence 
other than teacher influence could be determined. 
It appears that factors outside of the control of teachers will need 
consideration in a teacher evaluation formula based on student growth. 
Summary 
The purpose of this review of literature was to provide an indica­
tion that the concept of teacher evaluation based upon student growth is 
a viable concept. 
The review provides only representative examples that there are 
weaknesses in our present method of evaluation, that there are thousands 
of objectives which might be measured, there are thousands of measures 
which might be utilized, and that there are factors which may influence 
the child over which the teacher has no control. 
Resources for analysis are available to the local district. The 
search for a means to order these factors so they can be examined appears 
to be logical. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The basic purposes of this study were: 
1. to identify objectives for education as perceived by principals, 
teachers, and school board members. 
2. to identify measurements which might be used to determine if 
the objectives identified in this study have been achieved as 
perceived by principals, teachers, and school board members. 
3. to identify those factors which effect the accomplishment of 
the objectives for student growth over which the teacher has no 
control as perceived by principals, teachers, and board members. 
4. to determine if there is sufficient agreement among the groups 
to generate an evaluation formula with recommended weights which 
will allow for the determination of a single coefficient of 
evaluation. 
This chapter, which describes the methods and procedures utilized 
to gather and analyze the data required for this study, is divided in­
to the following sections; 
1. Identification of the population to be surveyed 
2. Selection of the sample 
3= Construction of the instrument 
4. Collection of data, and 
5. Treatment of data. 
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Identification of the Population to Be Surveyed 
The ideal population to be surveyed in this study would have 
been all of the teachers, principals, and school board members in the 
United States. However, because of consideration of time and cost, the 
pioneering nature of the study, the decision to interview rather than 
use a mailed questionnaire, and the need to have enrollment informa­
tion for utilization in the selection of the sample, it was decided 
to limit the study to the public schools in Iowa. The population, 
therefore, includes all teachers, principals, and school board mem­
bers associated with public schools in Iowa, 
Selection of the Sample 
The population from which the sample was drawn included all 
teachers, principals, and school board members associated with public 
schools in Iowa during the 1972-73 school year. After a survey of 
the numbers of registered principals and teachers, it was determined 
that the sample would include an elementary teacher, a junior high 
teacher, a senior high teacher, an elementary principal, a junior 
high principal, a high school principal, and a school board member from 
each of twenty-one school districts^ 
A list of all school districts and enrollments of those districts 
was prepared with the cooperation of the Iowa State Department of 
Public Instruction, The names of the school systems were listed in 
alphabetical order and entered in the list once for each 500 students 
enrolled. The list was then numbered from 1 to 1416, A table of random 
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numbers was utilized to select twenty-one school district identifica­
tions from this enumeration. The selection of schools was drawn 
with replacement. 
After the twenty-one school districts were identified for in­
clusion in the study, an administrator in each of the selected school 
districts was contacted to solicit his permission to contact staff 
members and school board members within the system. The administrator 
was requested to furnish a directory or roster listing the names of 
all staff members by level of assignment and the names of the board 
members. If permission was not received, it had been decided that a 
school system of similar size would then be randomly selected as a 
replacement until twenty-one schools had been selected and permission 
had been granted to contact the staff and school board. 
When the twenty-one schools had been selected and permission had 
been received, the directory or roster was investigated to determine 
a satisfactory method of selecting the teachersj the principals, and 
the board members to be included in the study. 
Board members were selected by listing the names in alphabetical 
order and identifying each member with a number. A random process was 
used to select the member to be a participant in the study. In school 
districts employing more than one principal at any level, a similar 
enumeration and selection was made. 
A teacher was selected at the appropriate level by randomly 
selecting a page from the roster or directory which included the 
names of the teachers. The enumeration and selection followed the 
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process utilized in the selection of principals and board members. 
Local interviewers were used in seven schools because of distance. 
Procedure was discussed by the researcher with the interviewer in five 
schools. In two cases, mail correspondence was used. In two cases, 
the request for an interviewer was denied so another school was drawn. 
Description of the Instrument 
Because no instrument was located which would allow for data 
gathering of perceptions of principals, teachers, and board members 
pertaining to the importance of objectives, measures, and correction 
factors, one was prepared especially for this study. The design of 
the instrument limited the number of factors a respondent could identify 
as being very important as compared to other factors. Each section had 
a limited number of points to be awarded. The respondent who chose to 
award an objective, measure, or correction factor a relatively high 
number of points was forced by this limit to consider one of the re­
maining factors as being less important. Example; 
If a respondent had twelve points to distribute for his percep­
tions of appropriate measurements for skill attainment and chose 
tcsjard seven points to teacher judgment, no other measure could 
receive more than five points. 
The resulting instrument (see Appendix A) might be described as 
a combination forced sort and continuum mark instrument. The respondent 
was forced to select relative importance for his choices but was al­
lowed to consider one factor more important than others. 
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To discover the preferred source of objectives, the instrument 
contained a section requiring the distribution of 100 points among stu­
dent achievement, attitude, self-concept, social maturity, creativity, 
project quality, enthusiasm for learning, skill attainment, and 
library use. If the respondent chose to add an objective, space was 
provided for him to do so. 
After this selection had been provided for, space was provided 
for the respondents to reallocate the points which were assigned to 
each of the objectives to the appropriate measurement sub-category. The 
sub-categories were national or state normed measures, locally de­
veloped normed measures, national or state criterion measures, locally 
developed criterion measures, teacher judgment, student judgment, and 
parent judgment with an open option for a respondent to include any 
other measure of student growth. For example, a respondent was re­
quested to look at the value he had given an objective, decide on 
which of the measurement devices he considered appropriate for the 
measurement of that objective, and distribute the points he had awarded 
the objective across the measurement devices. 
Factors considered to be correction factors, those factors in­
fluencing student growth over which the teacher has no control, were 
divided into the categories of student characteristics and facility 
characteristics. Respondents were asked to determine what part of 200 
points they considered appropriate for each section and enter the 
number of points in a space provided. When this was completed they 
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were assured that they were free to change the allotment at any time. 
They were then asked to distribute the points they assigned to the 
major categories to the sub-categories. The sub-categories for stu­
dent characteristics included intelligence quotient, self-concept, 
socio-economic status, parent aspiration, health status, education 
of parents, creativity index, work history, physical growth index, 
attendance record, class size, age of student, age of parents, and 
sex, weight, height of students. 
Those factors identified as facility characteristics were library 
inventory, equipment inventory, materials inventory, materials ex­
penditure, library expenditure, textbook expenditure, supplies ex­
penditure, flexibility of space, room size, condition of building, 
lighting, temperature, thermal environment, custodial services, age of 
building, and availability of materials, parent assistance, equipment, 
textbooks, guidance services, psychological services, aides, special 
teachers, clerks, and storage. 
The instrument was designed to force the respondents to make rela­
tive choices. If one factor was considered important, the points 
allotted to that factor had to be reflected in the points awarded to 
a separate factor. (See Appendix B.) 
It was determined that this forced distribution would allow for 
selection on a free choice basis and for retention of a quantified 
value which could be treated statistically. 
The items to be included in each of the categories were derived 
through a study of the literature. After an initial list was prepared. 
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faculty members and graduate students from five universities and four 
public schools were requested to react to the items suggested for in­
clusion in the questionnaire. Recommendations from these members con­
tributed to additional items for the sub-categories. In addition to 
recommendations of items, suggestions for establishing step by step 
directions for the interviewer were incorporated in the study. (See 
Appendix C.) 
Collection of Data 
Because of the pioneering nature of the study and the possible 
emotional reaction to the concept of teacher evaluation based on 
student growth, it was decided that a random sampling through personal 
interview would be the best technique to use to gather data for this 
study. 
As soon as a school district was selected to be included in the 
survey, a contact was made with an administrator of the district asking 
permission to select members of the school staff and board members and 
to invite them to participate in the study. Necessary roster informa­
tion was requested, a time schedule was arranged for the interviews, 
permission was requested for release of the district's inclusion in 
the study to the local news media, and the administrator was notified 
that a full letter of explanation would follow. (See Appendix D.) 
Following the selection of the teachers, principals, and board 
member, the researcher or administrator determined a schedule of 
interview times for each member selected. 
46 
The interviews were held during January and February of 1973 to 
gather the perceptions as outlined in the questionnaire. At the time 
of the interview, respondents were asked to include items which they 
felt had been omitted from the questionnaire. Following the interview 
they were asked to indicate if they felt that the questionnaire offered 
a method which might be utilized to generate a single evaluation co­
efficient and asked to complete a general information questionnaire. 
The post interview data was only partially included in this study. 
Treatment of Data 
Following the collection of the data, entries were made on 80 x 80 
IBM cards to facilitate use of the Iowa State Computer. The scores 
allocated to measurement were tabulated directly from the questionnaire. 
The scores allocated to the factors identified as correction factors 
were divided by two so that all sections of the findings would be deal­
ing with range comparisons of from one to one-hundred and could be treated 
and reported as percentages. 
Frequency distributions were obtained for all variables. Means and 
standard deviations were obtained and examined for each category of 
principals, teachers, and board members. It was determined that analysis 
of variance would be an appropriate analysis tool to test differences 
in groups and sub-groups. 
Analysis of variance was used to test the differences in groups 
identified as principals, teachers, and board members. 
A second analysis of variance was used to test the differences 
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in sub-groups identified as senior high principals, junior high princi­
pals, elementary principals, senior high teachers, junior high teach­
ers, elementary teachers, and board members. 
The results of the analysis of variance were reported in this 
study only if a significant level of difference was found. The resulting 
F values for all variables have been included in Appendix E. 
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CHAPTER IV; FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The findings of this study were reported in the same general 
format as the design of the instrument used to collect the data. Ob­
jectives for student growth are considered in the first section, 
measures considered to be appropriate for the measurement of those 
objectives in the second section, and corrections needed,before the 
information can be used for the evaluation of a teacher in the third 
section. A report of responses to two questions relating to the use 
of student growth as a method for teacher evaluation are reported 
in the fourth section. 
The first table in the objectives section contains a report of 
ranges, medians, means, and standard deviations for each objective. 
The second table contains the same information but includes only 
data about respondents who assigned the objective a non-zero value. 
The third table contains a report of the rank importance for each of 
the objectives as categorized by all groups, principals, teachers, 
and board members. The mean importance value for these groups was 
reported in the fourth table. If the null hypothesis that there is 
no difference in the way that principals, teachers, and board members 
view the importance of an objective was rejected, the objective was 
noted and the F value resulting from analysis of variance was reported. 
Appropriate measurements for each of the objectives were re­
ported in the second section of this chapter. The first table contains 
a report of the mean importance factors assigned to the objective 
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as categorized by the sub-groups of senior high principals, junior 
high principals, elementary principals, senior high teachers, junior 
high teachers, elementary teachers, and board members. The rest 
of the measurement section follows a similar format as for reporting 
objectives, except the first two tables are combined. 
This format was then followed for the section reporting the 
findings for correction factors. Again, findings for sub-groups 
was not reported unless the analysis of variance for groups or sub­
groups revealed a significant difference. 
The section containing findings for the two questions about 
the appropriateness of using student growth in teacher evaluation 
were reported by frequency and mean agreement level. If analysis of 
variance revealed any significant differences, those differences 
were reported. The perceptions reported in these four sections 
were derived from a randomly selected sample of twenty-one school dis­
tricts. 
Findings Related to Objectives 
The identification of the importance of the objectives resulted 
in a range of mean importance factors with achievement high with 
24.96 per cent and project quality low with 5.66 per cent of the 
one-hundred points available for assignment to objectives. 
When the data from all groups were examined achievement was 
identified as having a mean importance factor of 24.96 per cent and 
having a range from 0 - 30, skill attainment as having a mean 
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importance factor of 15.01 per cent and a range from 0 - 59, atti­
tude as having a mean importance factor of 13.76 per cent and a range 
from 0 - 40, and self-concept as having a mean importance factor of 
11.16 per cent and a range of 0 - 40. These four of the nine ob­
jectives examined accounted for approximately sixty-six per cent of 
the importance assigned all objectives. 
It was interesting to note that the larger the mean importance 
factor for each of these objectives, the wider the range. Although 
creativity, social maturity, library use, and project quality re­
ceived the same median importance factor, there was a slight differ­
ence in the mean importance factor assigned. A summary of all per­
ceptions of all respondents is reported in Table 1. 
Table 1. Perceived importance of objectives reported for all re­
spondents categorized by range, median, mean, and standard 
deviation 
Objective Range Median Y £ 
Achievement 0-80 20. 00 24. 97 15. 90 
Skill attainment 0-•59 14. 00 15. ,01 9. 17 
Attitude 0-40 12. 00 13. 76 6. 82 
Self-concept 0-40 10. 00 11. ,16 8. ,34 
Enthusiasm 0-•40 
o
 
1—1 
00 8. ,95 7. ,28 
Creativity 0-•20 5. 00 6. ,86 5. 13 
Social maturity 0-•20 5. 00 6. 36 5. 07 
Library use 0-25 5. 00 5. 83 5. ,70 
Project quality 0-•25 5. 00 5, .66 5. 29 
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Perceptions of non-zero respondents, respondents who gave 
some value above zero to the objective, resulted in the same rank 
importance, the same medians, and slightly higher means. In no case, 
however, did the elimination of the zero responses raise the mean 
importance factor of any objective more than 2.5 per cent or lower 
the standard deviation from the mean more than one per cent. 
More than 100 of the possible 147 respondents identified each 
of the objectives as being important enough to have a non-zero value 
assigned. The number responding non-zero, the median value assigned, 
the mean importance value assigned, and the resulting standard devia­
tion are reported in full in Table 2. 
Table 2. Perceived importance of objectives reported for non-zero 
respondents categorized for number responding non-zero 
and the resulting median, mean, and standard deviation 
Objective No. respond. Median X S 
non-zero 
Achievement 145 20. 00 25. 31 15, ,74 
Skill attainment 141 14. 00 15. 65 8, ,81 
Attitude 143 12, ,00 14. ,15 6, ,51 
Self-concept 126 10. ,00 13. ,02 7. ,54 
Enthusiasm 123 10. ,00 10. ,70 6. 68 
Creativity 121 5. 00 8. 34 4. 43 
Social maturity 111 5. 00 8. 42 4, .09 
Library use 103 5. 00 8. 32 5, .06 
Project quality 101 5, .00 8, .24 4, .41 
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When the data were arranged as reported in Table 3, achieve­
ment was ranked first, self-concept fourth, enthusiasm fifth, creativity 
sixth, and library use eighth by each group. Skill attainment was 
ranked second by all groups except principals who ranked attitude 
slightly higher than skill attainment. If the mean importance factor 
difference of less than one-fourth of one per cent, as found in Table 
4, is discounted, skill attainment was perceived to rank second and 
attitude third. Social maturity was ranked seventh by principals and 
teachers and ninth by board members, and project quality was ranked 
ninth by principals and teachers and seventh by board members. The 
difference in board members perception of the importance of social 
maturity and project quality was reported as less than one half of 
one per cent (see Table 4). 
Table 3. Rank order of the importance of objectives categorized 
by all groups, principals, teachers, and board members 
Rank 
Objectives All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Achievement 1 1 11 
Skill attainment 2 3 2 2 
Attitude 3 2 3 3 
Self-concept 4 4 4 4 
Enthusiasm 5 5 5 5 
Creativity 6 6 6 6 
Social maturity 7 7 7 9 
Library use 8 8 8 8 
Project quality 9 9 9 7 
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Table 4. Mean importance factor of the objectives categorized by 
all groups, principals, teachers, and board members 
Objective Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Achievement a 24. ,97 24. ,76 23. ,35 30. ,43 
Skill attainment 15. ,01 14. ,21 15. ,86 14. ,90 
Attitude 13. ,76 14. ,40 13. ,54 12. ,52 
Self-concept 11. ,16 11. ,44 11. ,32 9. ,81 
Enthusiasm 8. 95 8. ,65 9. ,76 7. 43 
Creativity 6. 86 6. ,89 7. 00 6. 38 
Social maturity 6. 36 6. 83 6. 30 5. 48 
Library use 5. 83 5. 79 5, .95 5. 57 
Project quality 5. 66 5. 25 5. 97 5. 95 
= 3,25 significant at the .05 level. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 4, the re­
searcher rejected the null hypothesis, based on the analysis of 
variance, that there is no significant difference in the way that 
principals, teachers, and board members perceive the importance of 
achievement as an objective of student growth, F = 3.25. Board 
members assigned a mean importance factor of 30.43 per cent to achieve­
ment compared to 23.35 per cent for teachers and 24.76 per cent for 
principals. 
When the analysis of variance was used to test all other 
objectives, the null hypothesis of equality was not rejected in any 
case. 
The mean importance factor for boards, 30.43 per cent, exceeded 
the all groups mean importance factor, 24.97 per cent, by more than 
the three per cent hoped for in the assumption for inclusion of a 
factor in the evaluation formula generation. No other group deviated 
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the criterion three per cent for any other objective. 
When the data were tested with analysis of variance to deter­
mine if there was a significant difference in the perceptions of ele­
mentary principals, junior high principals, senior high principals, 
elementary teachers, junior high teachers, senior high teachers, and 
school board members, the test failed to provide evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis of equality. Although the differences in the 
means were not statistically significant, some differences in the 
sub-group perceptions did exist as reported in tables located in 
each section of findings devoted to the measurement of the various 
objectives. 
Findings Related to Measurement 
Each of the objectives received a mean importance factor as­
signed as a result of the respondents' recording of perception. The 
factor assigned was then distributed over eight possible measurement 
methods which might be used to determine if student growth had occurred. 
Each objective and its appropriate measurements are reported separately. 
Achievement 
Achievement was perceived to rank first in importance and to 
have a mean importance factor of 24.96 per cent. Analysis of variance 
failed to provide evidence for the researcher to reject the null 
hypothesis that the sub-group members tend to agree on the relative 
importance of achievement as an objective of education. However, the 
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information reported in Table 5 indicates that board members have 
identified achievement as having a mean importance factor of 30.4 per 
cent compared to elementary teachers, junior high teachers, and 
senior high principals who identified the variable as having a mean 
importance factor of between 21 and 22 per cent. 
Table 5. Partitioning of the achievement variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 24.97 per cent) 
Sub-group Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior High 21.4 12.4 27.4 16.6 
Junior High 27.1 14.1 21.7 10.8 
Elementary 25.7 19.7 21.0 14.8 
Total 24.8 15.9 23.3 14.5 30.4 18.5 
The national or state normed measure was identified as ranking 
first as a device appropriate for the measurement of achievement when 
all groups were combined. The respondents assigned a mean importance 
factor to national or state normed measures of 6.84 per cent, which 
was more than twenty-five per cent of the 24.97 per cent assigned to 
the achievement objective. One hundred sixteen respondents identified 
national or state normed measures as being appropriate for measure­
ment of achievement. 
However, the second ranking measure of achievement, teacher 
judgment, was given a position very similar to national or state 
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normed measures. Both measures had a non-zero N of 116, a wide range 
of perceptions recorded, and only a 1.2 per cent difference in the 
mean importance factor in the total contribution to measurement of 
achievement. 
Locally developed criterion measures was ranked third with 
101 non-zero respondents and reflected only a .89 per cent difference 
from teacher judgment. 
Locally developed normed measures were ranked fourth with a 
mean importance factor of 3.50 per cent with 75 respondents including 
ratings in the non-zero category. 
These four measures accounted for 20.73 per cent of the 24.96 
per cent importance factor allocated to achievement. The remaining 
measures were allocated median positions of 0.0 with only 69 re­
spondents including student judgments, 64 including parent judgments, 
and 45 including national or state criterion measures. The non-zero 
importance factor dxd not increase the overall importance factor more 
than 1.5 per cent for any of the measurements. 
The data reported in Table 6 identify the number of respondents 
assigning a non-zero value, the ranges, the median values assigned, 
the mean importance values assigned, and the resulting standard de­
viations. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 7, no group 
was reported as agreeing with the overall rank of all groups. Princi­
pals and board members ranked national or state normed measures as 
being first, while teachers ranked it second. Teachers selected teacher 
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Table 6. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to 
verify the accomplishment of the achievement objective 
(X = 24.97 per cent) for all and non-zero respondents 
categorized by number responding non-zero, range, median, 
mean, and standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
National or 0-80 4.0 6.84 9.75 
state normed 116 8.66 10.22 
Teacher judgment 0-50 5.0 5.64 6.84 
116 7.15 6.97 
Locally developed 0-40 3.0 4.75 6.70 
criterion 101 7.21 7.01 
Locally developed 0-50 1.0 3.50 7.41 
normed 75 6.87 9.19 
National or state 0-20 0.0 1.40 3.19 
criterion 45 4.58 4.32 
Student judgment 0-20 0.0 1.35 2.40 
69 2.88 2.81 
Parent judgment 0-10 0.0 1.14 1.77 
69 2.61 1.83 
Other 0-5 0.0 .14 .82 
5 4.20 1.60 
judgment as being the most appropriate measure of achievement although 
principals identified it as ranking third whereas school board mem­
bers ranked it fourth. Locally developed criterion measures were 
ranked second by principals and locally developed normed measures 
were ranked second by board members. Teachers and board members 
ranked locally developed criterion measures as third. Principals and 
teachers agreed on the fourth ranking of locally developed normed 
measures. 
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Table 7. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring achievement 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
National or state normed 1 1 2 1 
Teacher judgment 2 3 1 4 
Locally developed 
criterion 3 2 3 3 
Locally developed normed 4 4 4 2 
National or state 
criterion 5 5 6 5 
Student judgment 6 6 5 7 
Parent judgment 7 7 7 6 
Other 8 8 8 8 
When the data were analyzed, as reported in Table 8, analysis 
of variance provided evidence which caused the researcher to reject 
the null hypotheses that there were no significant differences in the 
way principals, teachers, and board members perceive teacher judgment, 
locally developed normed measures, and parent judgment. 
Although no group deviated more than the hoped for three 
per cent from the overall mean importance factors, teachers identified 
teacher judgment as a measure of achievement with a mean importance 
factor of 7.16 per cent compared with 4,49 per cent for principals 
and 4,52 per cent for board members. On the basis of analysis of variance 
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Table 8. Mean importance factors of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring achievement 
(X = 24.8 per cent) categorized by principals, teachers, 
and board members 
Measure Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
National or state normed 6.84 7.40 5.33 9. 67 
Teacher judgment^  5.64 4.49 7.16 4. 52 
Locally developed criterion 4.75 5.49 4.46 4. 81 
Locally developed normed^  3.50 3.24 2.78 6. 48 
National or state criterion 1.40 1.48 1.11 2. 05 
Student judgment 1.35 1.30 1.49 1. 10 
Parent judgment^  1.14 1.13 .92 1. 81 
Other .14 .24 .10 
• 
00 
= 3.48 significant at the .05 level. 
F^ = 3.60 significant at the .05 level. 
F^ = 4.28 significant at the .05 level. 
which resulted in an F = 3.48, the researcher tended to reject. at 
the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis that the groups 
perceive the importance of teacher judgment as a measure of achieve­
ment equally. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 9, no sig­
nificant difference was discovered when the null hypothesis that sub­
group members view the importance of teacher judgment as a measure 
60 
Table 9, Partitioning of the teacher judgment variable as a measure 
of achievement categorized by sub-groups (X = 5.64 per cent) 
Sub-groups i^ncipals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 3.90 3.49 7.29 8.50 
Junior high 4.33 4.82 4.71 4.01 
Elementary 5.24 4.12 8.48 11.82 
Total 4.49 4.23 7.16 8.79 4.52 5.50 
of achievement was tested. 
Senior high teachers, elementary teachers, and elementary 
principals identified teacher judgment as a measure of achievement 
with higher mean importance factors than other groups. 
Locally developed criterion measures was ranked third with 
101 non-zero respondents and reflected only an .89 per cent difference 
from teacher judgment. Analysis of variance revealed no evidence 
for the researcher to suspect a significant difference in group or 
sub-group perceptions. 
Locally developed normed measures was ranked fourth for all 
groups with a mean importance factor of 3.50 per cent with 75 respond­
ents including ratings in the non-zero category. The data as ar­
ranged on Table 10 and tested by analysis of variance failed to provide 
evidence which would allow the researcher to reject the null hypothesis 
that the sub-groups tend to view the importance of locally developed 
normed pleasures equally. 
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Tablé 10. Partitioning of the locally developed normed variable 
as a measure of achievement categorized by sub-groups 
(X = 4.75 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 2.81 3.46 3.62 8.65 
Junior high 2.29 3.53 4.10 4.63 
Elementary 4.62 10.62 0.62 1.21 
Total 3.24 6.84 2.78 5.91 6.48 11.32 
The means and standard deviations of parent judgment is re­
ported in Table 11. No evidence was found to cause the null hypothesis 
of sub-group equality to be rejected. 
Table 11. Partitioning of the parent judgment variable as a measure 
of achievement categorized by sub-groups (X = 1.14 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 1.33 2.46 1.00 1.54 
Junior high 1.00 1.57 .71 1.16 
Elementary 1.05 1.62 1.05 1.68 
Total 1.13 1.93 .92 1.48 1.81 1.87 
Skill attainment was perceived to rank second as an objective 
for student growth with an overall mean importance factor of 15.65 
per cent. Analysis of variance failed to reject the null hypothesis 
that the groups and sub-groups tend to agree on the importance of skill 
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attainment as an objective. Although the differences in means were 
not statistically significant, some slight differences did exist 
when the data were arranged as reported in Table 12. 
Table 12. Partitioning of the skill attainment variable as an ob­
jective categorized by sub-groups (X = 15.01 per cent) 
Sub-group Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 11.1 7.6 12.6 7.1 
Junior high 16.7 6.7 16.0 6.8 
Elementary 14.8 7.7 19.0 13.3 
Total 14.2 7.7 16.9 9.9 14.9 10.6 
Elementary teachers and junior high teachers and principals 
perceived skill attainment to be slightly more important than the 
overall mean of 15.01 per cent while senior high principals and teachers, 
elementary principals and board members perceived skill attainment to be 
slightly lower than the overall mean. 
The identification of non-zero N, range, median, overall and 
non-zero means and standard deviations of acceptable measurements to 
identify the accomplishment of skill attainment is reported in Table 13. 
Teacher judgment was perceived to be the most appropriate measure 
of skill attainment. It received 4.36 per cent of the 15.01 per cent 
mean importance factor allocated to skill attainment. One hundred 
thirteen respondents assigned a non-zero value to this measure. Al­
though the mean importance value was identified as 4.36 per cent and 
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Table 13. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to 
verify the accomplishment of the skill attainment ob­
jective (X = 15.01 per cent) for all and non-zero 
respondents categorized by number responding non-zero, 
range, median, mean, and standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Teacher judgment 0-40 3.0 4.36 5.15 
113 5.67 5.21 
National or state 0-20 2.0 3.37 4.50 
normed 83 5.96 4.52 
Locally developed 0-20 1.0 3.20 4.27 
criterion 81 5.86 4.19 
Locally developed 0-20 0.0 1.38 2.73 
normed 48 4.23 3.27 
National or state 0-20 0.0 .97 2.96 
criterion 31 4.61 4.98 
Parent judgment 0-19 0.0 .84 1.96 
48 2.96 2.71 
Student judgment 0-10 0.0 .83 1.62 
47 2.60 1.90 
Other 0-5 0.0 .03 .41 
1 5.00 .00 
the median importance factor was identified as 3.0 per cent, the re­
sponses ranged from 0-40 per cent. 
Only two other measures received a median allocation of greater 
than 0.0 per cent. These were national or state normed measures and 
locally developed criterion measures with 83 and 81 respondents as­
signing a non-zero value which resulted in a mean importance factor 
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for national or state normed measures of 3.37 per cent and a mean 
importance factor for locally developed criterion measures of 3.20 
per cent. 
When the data were arranged to compare how principals, teachers 
and board members perceived the measures, some differences were dis­
covered in rank as reported on Table 14. Although teachers and 
Table 14. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring skill attainment 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure Rank 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 113 
National or state normed 2 2 2 2 
Locally developed criterion 3 3 3 1 
Locally developed normed 4 5 4 4 
National or state 
criterion 5 4 7 5 
Parent judgment 6 6 6 6 
Student judgment 7 7 5 7 
Other 8 8 8 8 
principals ranked teacher judgment first, board members ranked it 
third. All groups agreed on national or state normed measures rank­
ing second. Locally developed criterion measures were ranked first 
by board members and third by both teachers and principals. Teachers 
ranked locally developed normed measures fourth, student judgment 
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fifth, parent judgment sixth and national or state criterion measures 
seventh. Principals ranked national or state criterion measures 
fourth, locally developed normed measures fifth, parent judgment sixth 
and student judgment seventh. Board members ranked locally developed 
normed measures fourth, national or state criterion measures fifth, 
parent judgment sixth, and student judgment seventh. 
When the data were analyzed as reported in Table 15, the re­
searcher, on the basis of analysis of variance, tended to reject the 
null hypotheses that there is no significant difference in the way 
that principals, teachers, and board members perceive teacher judg­
ment and locally developed normed measures. However, no group devi­
ated more than the three per cent criterion difference established in 
the assumption for formula inclusion. 
Teacher judgment received a mean importance factor of 5.10 
per cent accounting for more than one-third of the mean importance 
factor that teachers assigned to skill attainment as an objective. 
Board members allocated only 2.67 per cent to teacher judgment as 
a measure of skill attainment. Principals allocated a mean importance 
factor of 4.36 per cent to teacher judgment. 
Analysis of variance resulted in an F = 4.15, providing evidence 
to support the rejection of the null hypothesis that the groups per­
ceive the importance of teacher judgment as a measure of skill at­
tainment equally. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 16, analysis of 
variance was used to determine if any significant differences in the 
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Table 15. Mean importance factor of measurement devices identified 
as acceptable for measuring skill attainment (15.01 per 
cent) categorized by principals, teachers, and board 
members 
Measure Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment® 4.36 4.19 5.10 2.67 
National or state normed 3.37 3.49 3.44 2.76 
Locally developed 
criterion 3.20 2.87 3.11 4.67 
Locally developed normed^  1.38 .83 1.68 2.14 
National or state 
criterion .97 1.11 .76 1.19 
Parent judgment .84 .79 .84 .95 
Student judgment .83 .84 .92 .52 
Other .03 .08 .00 .00 
= 4.15 significant at the .05 level. 
"F = 3.60 significant at the .05 level. 
Table 16. Partitioning of the teacher judgment variable as a measure 
of skill attainment categorized by sub-groups (X = 
4.36 per cent) 
Sub-groups principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 3.67 2.77 2.90 3.66 
Junior high 4.52 5.15 5.00 3.56 
Elementary 4.38 4.41 7.38 8.98 
Total 4.19 5.10 5.10 6.24 2.67 3.24 
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sub-groups could be identified. The analysis failed to provide evi­
dence for the researcher to reject the null hypothesis that sub-group 
members tend to view the importance of teacher judgment as a measure 
of skill attainment equally. 
Locally developed normed measures ranked fourth with 48 re­
spondents raising the 0.0 median to a mean importance factor of 1.38 
per cent. Analysis of variance was used to test the significant dif­
ference in the way the groups view the importance of locally developed 
normed measures resulting in the researcher tending to reject the 
equality hypothesis based on F = 3.60. Board members assigned a mean 
importance factor of 2.14 per cent to locally developed normed 
measures compared to .83 per cent for principals, and 1.68 per cent 
for teachers. 
Analysis of variance failed to provide sufficient evidence for 
the researcher to reject the null hypothesis that members of the sub­
groups view the importance locally developed normed measures as a 
measure of skill attainment equally. The means and standard devia­
tions of the sub-groups are reported in Table 17. 
Elementary teachers, junior high teachers and board members 
identified locally developed normed measures as more important than 
the mean importance factor of 1.38 per cent as assigned by all groups. 
All principals and elementary teachers failed to do so. 
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Table 17. Partitioning of the locally developed normed variable as 
a_measure of skill attainment categorized by sub-groups 
(X = 1.38 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 0.33 1.08 2.00 4.31 
Junior high 0.90 1.72 2.00 2.74 
Elementary 1.24 2.00 1.05 2.34 
Total 0.83 1.69 1.68 3.27 2.14 3.09 
Attitude 
Attitude ranked third in the perception of the overall group 
with a mean importance factor of 13.76 percent. Analysis of vari­
ance failed to provide evidence to reject the null hypothesis that 
the groups and sub-groups tend to agree on the importance of attitude 
as an objective. 
The means and standard deviations for the sub-groups are reported 
in Table 18. 
Table 18. Partitioning of the attitud^  variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 13.76 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 15.6 5.9 14.0 7.1 
Junior high 14.8 5.5 13.1 6.5 
Elementary 12.8 8.6 13.5 7.6 
Total 14. 4 6.9 13.5 7.1 12.5 5.4 
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Teacher judgment accounted for nearly half of the measurement 
of attitude and was ranked first as a measure of attitude as reported 
in Table 19. Teacher judgment was awarded 5.6 per cent of the total 
13.76 per cent mean importance factor awarded to attitude with 126 
respondents giving teacher judgment a non-zero rating. 
Table 19. Identification of acceptable measurement device^ s to verify 
the accomplishment of the attitude objective (X = 13,76 
per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized 
by number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Teacher judgment 0-25 5.0 5.68 4.98 
126 6.63 4.76 
Parent judgment 0—8 2.0 2.22 2.43 
100 3.27 2.30 
Student judgment 0-6 1.0 1.94 2.18 
90 3.17 1.97 
Locally developed criterion 0-20 0.0 li49 3; 10 
48 4.56 3.92 
Locally developed normed 0-10 0.0 1.00 2.11 
37 3.97 2.43 
National or state normed 0-12 0.0 .84 2.04 
31 3.97 2.72 
Other 0-15 0.0 .35 1 = 69 
10 5.20 4.12 
National or state criterion 0-5 0.0 .24 .94 
12 2.92 1.71 
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Although the 0.0 median measures were identified as locally 
developed criterion measures, locally developed normed measures, 
national or state normed measures, other measures, and national and 
state criterion measures, the non-zero mean importance factors were 
identified by the respondents who marked the selection as being equal 
to or exceeding the importance of the other measures in this section. 
Parent judgment and student judgment both received medians 
higher than 0.0 per cent and were awarded 2.22 per cent and 1.94 per 
cent mean importance factors as being appropriate measures of atti­
tude with 100 and 90 respondents awarding a non-zero rating. Locally 
developed criterion measures and locally developed normed measures 
were both awarded mean importance factors of 1.0 per cent or higher 
although only 48 and 37 respondents awarded a non-zero rating. 
All groups ranked teacher judgment first and parent judgment 
second as acceptable measures of attitude as reported in Table 20. 
Table 20. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring attitude categorized 
by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure Rank 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 
Parent judgment 
Student judgment 
Locally developed criterion 
Locally developed normed 
National or state normed 
Other 
National or state criterion 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
5 
7 
8 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
1 
2 
5 
3 
4 
6 
8 
7 
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School board members ranked student judgment fifth although both 
teachers and principals ranked it third. Principals and teachers 
ranked locally developed criterion measures fourth while board 
members ranked it third. Locally developed normed measures was 
ranked fourth by board members, fifth by teachers, and sixth by 
principals. National or state criterion measures and other measures 
were ranked either seventh or eighth by all groups as appropriate 
measurements for the attitude objective. 
When the data were analyzed as reported in Table 21, analysis 
of variance provided evidence for the researcher to tend to reject 
Table 21. Mean importance factor of the measurement devices identi­
fied as acceptable for measuring attitude (13.76 per cent) 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All 
Mean 
groups 
importance 
Principals 
factor 
Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment^  5.68 5.83 6.44 2.95 
2.22 2.49 1.87 2.49 
Student judgment 1.94 2.06 1.87 1.76 
Locally developed criterion 1.49 1.33 1.37 2.33 
Locally developed normed^  1.00 .86 .87 1.81 
National or state normed .84 .94 .71 .90 
Other measures .35 .59 .23 o
 
o
 
National or state criterion C
N
 
.30 .16 .29 
= 10.35, significant at the .01 level. 
= 3.73, significant at the .05 level. 
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the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the 
way that principals, teachers, and hoard members perceive teacher 
judgment and locally developed normed measures as measures of atti­
tude growth. This difference approached but did not exceed the 
three percent criterion level. 
Analysis of variance revealed in an F = 10,35 as a result of 
testing the null hypothesis that the groups perceive the importance 
of teacher judgment as a measure of attitude equally. 
When the data were arranged as reported on Table 22, analysis 
of variance was used to determine if any differences in the sub­
groups of elementary principals, elementary teachers, junior high 
teachers, junior high principals, senior high teachers, senior high 
principals, and board members could be identified at the ,05 level 
of significance. The analysis resulted in an F = 2,22 which caused 
the researcher to tend to reject the null hypothesis that sub-groups 
tend to view the importance of teacher judgment as a measure of atti­
tude equally. 
Table 22. Partitioning of the teacher judgment variable as a measure 
of attitude categorized by sub-groups (X = 5.68 per cent) 
Sub-groups^  Principals _ Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 6.67 4.35 5.86 4.89 
Junior high 5.95 4.97 5.38 4.50 
Elementary 4,86 3.76 8.10 6.75 
Total 5.83 4.45 6.44 5.59 2.95 3.36 
F^ = 2.22, significant at the .05 level. 
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SeIf-concept 
Self-concept was perceived by the overall group to have a mean 
importance factor of 11.16 per cent and was ranked fourth among the 
objectives for student growth. Analysis of variance failed to provide 
evidence for the researcher to reject the null hypothesis that the 
groups and sub-groups tend to agree on the importance of self-concept 
as an objective for education. 
Although statistical differences did not exist among the groups 
of principals, teachers, and board members, elementary principals 
and teachers did allocate from two to five per cent more importance 
to self-concept than any of the other groups. Elementary principals 
assigned 14.2 per cent mean importance to self-concept compared to 
9.0 per cent for senior high teachers. The means and standard devia­
tions reported in Table 23 indicate that elementary teachers, ele­
mentary principals, and junior high teachers perceived self concept 
to be slightly more important than the overall mean of 11.16 per 
cent while senior high principals, senior high, teachers, junior 
high principals and board members perceived self-concept to be 
slightly lower than the overall mean importance factor. 
When the 11.16 per cent assigned to self-concept as an objective 
was distributed by the respondents to determine perceived measurement 
appropriateness, teacher judgment was ranked first when all groups 
were considered. 
The respondents assigned a mean importance factor to teacher 
judgment 3.20 per cent. Ninety-four respondents identified teacher 
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Table 23. Partitioning of the self-concept variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 11.16 per cent) 
Sub-group Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 9.9 6.5 9.0 7.7 
Junior high 10.2 8.2 11.7 8.9 
Elementary 14.2 8.2 13.3 8.2 
Total 11.4 7.9 11.3 8.4 
judgment as being an appropriate measure for self-concept. 
Although student judgment ranked second, with a mean importance 
factor of 3.16 per cent, ninety-eight respondents assigned it a non­
zero value. The range for student judgment was slightly less than 
for teacher judgment. 
The third ranking measurement factor considered to be appro­
priate to measure self-concept was parent judgment with a mean im­
portance factor of 2.07 per cent allocated by the seventy-nine re­
spondents who assigned it a non-zero value. These three measurement 
factors accounted for nearly three-fourths of the measurement con­
sidered appropriate for the measurement of self-concept, 8.42 per 
cent of the allocated 11.16 per cent. 
No other measurement factor was assigned a mean importance factor 
of more than .82 per cent with medians of 0.0 per cent. Thirty re­
spondents identified locally developed criterion measures with non­
zero values, twenty-five identified locally developed normed measures, 
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twenty-four identified national or state normed measures, eight 
identified other measures and only six identified national or state 
criterion measures. The data reported on Table 24 identifies the 
number of respondents assigning a non-zero value, the median value as­
signed, the mean importance value assigned, and the resulting standard 
deviation. 
Table 24. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to verify 
the accomplishment of the self-concept objective (X = 11.16 
per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized by 
number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Teacher judgment 
94 
0-20 3.0 3.20 
5.01 
3.41 
3.03 
Student judgment 
98 
0-15 3.0 3.16 
4.73 
3.28 
2.94 
Parent judgment 
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0-20 3.0 2.07 
3.86 
2.81 
2.79 
Locally developed - 0-10 0.0 .82 2.24 
normed ?5 4.80 3.22 
Locally developed 0-10 0.0 .78 1.94 
criterion 30 3.83 2.61 
National or state 0-10 0.0 .71 1.97 
normed 24 4.33 2.84 
Other .25 1.44 
8 4.63 4.21 
National or state 0-10 0.0 .16 1.00 
criterion 6 4.00 3.00 
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When the data were arranged as reported in Table 25, no group 
agreed with the overall rank. Principals and teachers ranked teacher 
judgment first while board members ranked it third. All groups 
agreed that student judgment was ranked second. Board members ranked 
parent judgment first while teachers and principals ranked it third. 
Table 25. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring self-concept 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 1 1 3 
Student judgment 2 2 2 2 
Parent judgment 3 3 3 1 
Locally developed normed 4 5 6 4 
Locally developed criterion 5 4 4 7 
National or state normed 6 6 5 6 
Other 7 7 7 8 
National or state criterion 8 8 8 5 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 26, analysis 
of variance was used to test the null hypothesis that there is no 
significant difference in the way that principals, teachers, and 
board members perceive teacher judgment as a measure of self-concept. 
Teachers assigned a mean importance factor to teacher judgment 
as a measure of self-concept of 3,49 per cent compared to 3,29 per 
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Table 26. Mean importance factor of the measurement devices identi­
fied as acceptable for measuring self-concept (11.16 per 
cent) categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Mean importance factor 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment* 3.20 3.29 3.49 2.10 
Student judgment 3.16 3.17 3.40 2.38 
Parent judgment 2.07 2.22 1.63 2.95 
Locally developed normed .82 .71 .85 1.00 
Locally developed 
criterion 
00 
.87 .86 .28 
National or state normed .71 .67 .86 .38 
Other measures .25 .32 .19 .24 
National or state 
criterion .16 .19 .03 .48 
 ^= 3.60 significant at the .05 level. 
cent for principals and 2.10 per cent for board members. Analysis of 
variance resulted in an F = 3.60 which caused the researcher to tend 
to reject the null hypothesis that the groups perceive the importance 
of teacher judgment as a measure of self-concept equally. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 27, a sig­
nificant difference was discovered when the null hypothesis that sub­
groups tend to view the importance of teacher judgment as a measure 
of self-concept equally was tested by analysis of variance. The re­
sulting F = 3.20 caused the null hypothesis to be rejected by the 
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Table 27. Partitioning of the teacher judgment variable as a measure 
of self-concept categorized by sub-groups (X = 3.20 per cent) 
Sub-groups* Principals _Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 2.90 3.04 2.62 2.63 
Junior high 1.81 2.22 3.19 3.29 
Elementary 5.14 4.59 4.67 3.88 
Total 3.29 3.70 3.49 3.42 2.10 2.00 
= 3.08 significant at the ,05 level, 
researcher at the .05 level of significance. 
Enthusiasm 
Enthusiasm was perceived to rank fifth as an objective with an 
overall mean importance factor of 8.95 per cent. Analysis of variance 
failed to reject the null hypothesis that groups and sub-groups tend to 
agree on the importance of enthusiasm as an objective. The means and 
standard deviations for the sub-groups are reported on Table 28. 
Table 28. Partitioning of the enthusiasm variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 8.95 per cent) 
Sub-groups principals Teachers Board 
X S X S 
Senior high 10.2 6.3 9.6 8.6 
Junior high 7.4 5.1 9.0 5.5 
Elementary 8.3 6.8 10.7 9.4 
Total 8.7 6.3 9.8 8.1 
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Senior high principals and teachers, junior high teachers, and 
elementary teachers perceived enthusiasm to be somewhat more important 
than the overall mean importance factor of 8.95 per cent while board 
members, junior high and elementary principals perceived enthusiasm 
to be slightly less important than the overall mean. 
Teacher judgment was perceived to be the most appropriate method 
of measurement of enthusiasm with 107 respondents identifying it with 
a non-zero value. It received 4.20 per cent of the 8.95 per cent 
allocated to enthusiasm as an objective with a median importance 
factor of 4.0 per cent. 
No other method of measurement received a median importance 
factor greater than 0.0 although student judgment was identified 
with a non-zero value by 73 respondents allocating a mean importance 
factor of 1.82 per cent to the measure, and parent judgment was 
identified by 70 respondents and received a mean importance factor 
of 1.41 per cent. 
Locally developed criterion measures were identified by 28 
respondents as having a non-zero value, other measures by 11 respond­
ents, locally developed normed measures by 11 respondents, national 
or state normed measures by 6 respondents, and national or state 
criterion measures by 3 respondents. 
The identification of non-zero N, range, median, overall and non­
zero means and standard deviations of the acceptable measurements to 
identify the accomplishment of the enthusiasm objective is reported 
in full in Table 29. 
80 
Table 29. Identification of acceptable measurement devices_to verify 
the accomplishment of the enthusiasm objective (X = 8.95 
per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized by 
number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Teacher judgment 0-30 4.0 4.20 4.37 
107 5.77 4.14 
Student judgment 0-10 0.0 1.82 2.45 
73 3.66 2.31 
Parent judgment 0-10 0.0 1.41 1.98 
70 2.96 1.92 
Locally developed 0-10 0.0 .77 2.01 
criterion 28 4.04 2.85 
Other 0-15 0.0 .43 1.87 
11 5.72 4.06 
Locally developed 0-10 0.0 .25 1.27 
normed 11 3.36 3.34 
National or state 0-1 0.0 .04 .19 
normed 6 1.00 .00 
National or state 0-3 0.0 .03 .27 
criterion 3 1.67 .90 
When rank was considered as reported in Table 30, every group 
agreed with the overall ranking except for board members who ranked 
parent judgment slightly higher than student judgment. Principals and 
teachers ranked parent judgment and student judgment exactly the same. 
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Table 30, Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring enthusiasm cate­
gorized by principals, teachers and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 1 1 1 
Student judgment 2 2 2 3 
Parent judgment 3 3 3 2 
Locally developed criterion 4 4 4 4 
Other 5 5 5 5 
Locally developed normed 6 6 6 6 
National or state normed 7 7 7 7 
National or state criterion 8 8 8 8 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 31, analysis 
of variance provided evidence for the researcher to tend to reject 
the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the 
way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive teacher 
judgment as a measure of enthusiasm with an F = 4.35, significant at 
the ,05 level. The analysis of variance test failed to provide evi­
dence to reject the hypothesis for any other method of measurement 
of enthusiasm. 
Board members allocated 2,76 per cent importance to teacher 
judgment, whereas teachers allocated 4.92 per cent and principals 
allocated 3.97 per cent. 
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Table 31. Mean importance factors of measurement devices identified 
as acceptable for measuring enthusiasm (8.05 per cent) 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Mean importance factor 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment* 4.20 3.97 4.92 2.76 
Student judgment 1.82 1.52 2.17 1.62 
Parent judgment 1.41 1.52 1.21 1.67 
Locally developed criterion .77 .63 .84 .95 
Other .43 .49 .40 .33 
Locally developed normed .25 .06 .14 .10 
National or state normed .04 .03 .03 .00 
National or state criterion .03 .00 .00 .00 
= 4.35 significant at the .05 level. 
The data were arranged as reported in Table 32 and analyzed with 
analysis of variance to determine if any differences in the sub­
groups of elementary principals, elementary teachers, junior high 
principals, junior high teachers, senior high principals, senior 
high teachers, and board members could be identified. The researcher, 
based on evidence provided by the analysis, failed to reject the 
null hypotheses. Senior high principals^  elementary teachers, and 
junior high teachers identified teacher judgment as more important than 
the mean importance factor for all groups of 4.20 per cent. Board mem­
bers, senior high teachers, elementary and junior high principals did 
not. 
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Table 32. Partitioning of the teacher judgment variable as a measure 
of enthusiasm categorized by sub-groups (X = 4.20 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 5.38 4.77 3.90 3.18 
Junior high 3.14 3.31 5.38 4.16 
Elementary 3.38 3.33 5.48 6.54 
Total 3.97 3.99 4.92 4.89 2.76 3.19 
Creativity 
Creativity was perceived to rank 6th as an objective for student 
growth with an overall mean importance factor of 6.86 per cent. Analysis 
of variance failed to provide evidence allowing the researcher to re­
ject the null hypothesis that the groups and sub-groups tend to agree 
on the importance of creativity as an objective. Although the dif­
ferences in means were not statistically significant, some slight dif­
ferences did exist •whsn the data vsre arranged as reported in Table 33. 
Senior high principals and junior high teachers perceived 
creativity to be slightly more important than the overall mean im­
portance factor of 6.86 per cent for all groups. Senior high teachers, 
junior high principals, elementary principals, elementary teachers, 
and board members perceived creativity to be slightly lower than the 
overall mean. 
The identification of non-zero N, range, median, overall and 
non-zero means and standard deviations of acceptable measurements to 
identify the accomplishment of creativity is reported in Table 34. 
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Table 33. Partitioning of the creativity variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 6,86 per cent) 
Sub-group i^ncipals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 7.2 3.8 6.5 5.2 
Junior high 6.8 4.5 8.7 5.7 
Elementary 6.6 4.4 7.0 5.6 
Total 6.9 4.3 7.0 5.6 
Table 34. Identification of acceptable measurement devices_to verify 
the accomplishment of the creativity objective (X = 6.86 
per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized by 
number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Teacher judgment 
103 
0-15 3.0 3.38 
4.83 
3.18 
2.73 
55 
0-15 0.0 1.11 
2.96 
2.12 
2.54 
Local criterion 
34 
0-10 0.0 .64 
2.76 
1.51 
2.00 
Parent judgment 
46 
0-5 0.0 .59 
1.87 
1.08 
1.15 
Locally developed 0-10 0.0 .49 3.13 
normed 23 3.13 2.31 
National or state 0-10 0.0 .32 1.16 
normed 19 2.47 2.26 
National or state 0-5 0.0 .24 .89 
criterion 14 2.50 1.63 
Other 
5 
0-5 0.0 .10 
3.00 
.64 
1.79 
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Only one measure, teacher judgment, received a non-zero median 
importance factor greater than 0.0 per cent. One hundred-three 
respondents selected teacher judgment. The next largest number of 
respondents identifying a measure considered appropriate was fifty-
five. Student judgment was considered appropriate by fifty-five 
respondents, local criterion measures by thirty-four, parent judgment 
by 46, locally developed normed measures by twenty-three, national or 
state normed measured by nineteen, national or state criterion measures 
by fourteen, and other measures by five respondents. 
The mean importance factor for teacher judgment was 3,38 per 
cent, nearly one-half of the available importance factor for cre­
ativity, Although six of the measurement possibilities received a 
mean importance factor of less than 1,0 per cent, the non-zero im­
portance factor was approximately the same as the total importance 
factor for student judgment, 1.11 per cent as reported on Table 34. 
When the data were arranged to compare how principals, teachers, 
and board members perceived the rank of the measures, some slight 
differences were discovered in rank as reported on Table 35. 
All groups ranked teacher judgment first as a measure of cre­
ativity, Teachers and principals ranked student judgment second while 
board members ranked it third. Local criterion measures were ranked 
fifth by principals, third by teachers, and second by board members. 
Parent judgment was ranked third by principals, fourth by teachers, 
and sixth by board members. Both teachers and board members ranked 
locally developed normed measures fifth, whereas teachers ranked 
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Table 35. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring creativity cate­
gorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 1 1 1 
Student judgment 2 2 2 3 
Locally developed criterion 3 5 3 2 
Parent judgment 4 3 4 6 
Locally developed normed 5 4 5 5 
National or state normed 6 6 6 7 
National or state criterion 7 7 7 4 
Other 8 8 8 8 
it sixth. Principals and teachers identified national or state 
normed measures, national or state criterion measures and other 
measures, as ranking sixth, seventh, and eighth while board members 
ranked them seventh, fourth, and eighth. 
When data were arranged as reported in Table 36, evidence pro­
vided by analysis of variance failed to reject the null hypothesis 
that there is no significant difference in the way that principals, 
teachers, and board members perceive the various measures of creativity 
except in the case of national or state criterion measures which re­
ceived an F « 3.05, significant at the .05 level. The researcher did 
not reject the null hypothesis because of the small number of respond­
ents who perceived the factor to be of value. 
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Table 36. Mean importance factors of the measurement devices identi­
fied as acceptable for measuring creativity (6,86 per 
cent) categorized by principals, teachers, and board 
members 
Measure Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment . 3.38 3.60 3.46 2.48 
Student judgment 1.11 .84 1.41 1.00 
Locally developed criterion .64 .47 .67 1.05 
Parent judgment .59 .78 .46 .38 
Locally developed normed .49 .52 .44 .52 
National or state normed .32 .25 .37 .38 
National or state criterion* .24 .24 .13 .57 
Other .10 .17 .06 .00 
= 3.05 significant at the .05 level. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 37, analysis 
of variance was used to determine if any differences in the sub-groups 
could be identified. The analysis failed to provide evidence to re­
ject the null hypothesis that sub-group members tend to view the im­
portance of national or state criterion measures as a measure of 
creativity equally. 
No group other than senior high teachers assigned a mean im­
portance rating to national or state criterion measures of creativity 
in excess of one per cent. 
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Table 37, Partitioning of the national or state criterion measurement 
variable_as a measure of creativity categorized by sub­
groups (X = .24 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high .24 .87 .19 .50 
Junior high .10 .43 .19 .85 
Elementary .38 1.13 .00 .00 
Total .24 .83 .13 .58 .57 1.47 
Social maturity 
Social maturity was perceived by the overall group to have a 
mean importance factor of 6.36 percent and was ranked seventh among 
the objectives for student growth. Analysis of variance failed to pro­
vide evidence to reject the null hypothesis that the groups and sub­
groups tend to agree on the importance of social maturity as an 
objective for education. Hcwsver, senior high respondents and ele­
mentary principals did assign a mean importance factor slightly higher 
than the mean importance factor for the overall group. The sub-group 
responses are summarized in Table 38 by mean importance factor reported 
for each sub-group. 
When the 6.36 per cent mean importance factor assigned to social 
maturity as an objective of education was distributed by the respond­
ents to determine perceived measurement appropriateness, teacher judg­
ment was identified as the only non-zero median variable and was 
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Table 38. Partitioning of the social maturity_variable as an ob­
jective categorized by sub-groups (X = 6.36 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 7.8 5.4 7.0 5.4 
Junior high 6.0 4.2 5.7 5.3 
Elementary 6.7 4.2 6.1 5.6 
Total 6.8 4.7 6.3 5.5 5.4 4.8 
ranked first as an appropriate measurement method when all groups 
were considered. Eighty-nine respondents identified teacher judgment 
with a non-zero value and assigned it a 2.68 per cent mean importance 
factor. 
Second ranking parent judgment was perceived by seventy-two 
respondents as having a non-zero value and was assigned a mean im-
portsccs factor cf 1.34 per cent ccsiparsd to third ranking student 
judgment with 59 respondents assigning a non-zero value and assigning 
a mean importance factor of 1.05 per cent. 
No other measure received a mean importance factor greater than 
.78 per cent. Locally developed criterion measures were given non­
zero values by thirty-two respondents, national or state normed 
measures by eighteen respondents, locally developed measures by six­
teen respondents, other measures by two respondents, and national 
or state criterion measures by four respondents. The data reported 
on Table 39 identifies the number of respondents assigning a non-zero 
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value, the median value assigned, the mean Importance value assigned 
to all groups and non-zero respondents, and standard deviations for 
all groups and non-zero respondents,and standard deviations for all 
groups and non-zero respondents. 
Table 39. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to verify 
the accomplishment of the social maturity objective (X = 
6.36 per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized 
by number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure Range Median X S 
non-zero non-zero non-zero 
N X S 
Teacher judgment 
89 
0-10 2.0 2.48 
4.09 
2.70 
2.34 
Parent judgment 
72 
0-10 0.0 1.34 
2.74 
1.87 
1.82 
Student judgment 
59 
0-10 0.0 1.05 
2.61 
1.73 
1.87 
Locally developed 
criterion 32 
0-10 0.0 .78 
3.53 
1.82 
2.34 
National or state 
normed 18 
0-10 0.0 .35 
2.83 
1.24 
2.34 
Locally developed 
normed 16 
0-10 0.0 .30 
2.75 
1.26 
2.82 
Other 
2 
0-5 0.0 .05 
3.50 
.44 
1.50 
National or state 
criterion 4 
0-2 0.0 .03 
1.25 
.22 
.43 
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When the data were arranged as reported in Table 40, teachers 
agreed with the overall ranking. Principals agreed with teachers 
that teacher judgment ranked first while board members ranked it 
second. Second ranking parent judgment for all groups was ranked 
first by board members. Student judgment was ranked third by teachers, 
fourth by principals and fifth by board members. 
Table 40. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring social maturity 
categorized by principals, teachers and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 1 1 2 
Parent judgment 2 2 2 1 
Student judgment 3 4 3 5 
Locally developed criterion 4 3 4 3 
National or state normed 5 6 5 6 
Locally developed normed 6 5 6 4 
Other 7 7 7 7 
National or state criterion 8 8 8 8 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 41, analysis 
of variance failed to provide evidence to allow the rejection of the 
hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the way that 
principals, teachers, and board members perceive the various measures 
of social maturity except for sixth ranked locally developed normed 
measures. 
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Table 41. Mean importance factor of measurement devices identified 
as acceptable for measuring social maturity (6.36 per 
cent) categorized by principals, teachers, and board 
members 
Measure Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 2.48 2.73 2.48 2.10 
Parent judgment 1.34 1.32 1.44 3.33 
Student judgment 1.05 1.21 1.05 .67 
Locally developed criterion .78 1.60 .75 1.67 
National or state normed .35 .24 .38 .19 
Locally developed normed* .30 .25 .17 .81 
Other measures .05 .10 .03 .10 
National or state criterion .03 .06 .00 .05 
= 3.32 significant at the .05 level. 
Although analysis of variance provided evidence to cause the re­
searcher to tend to reject the hypothesis that teachers, principals, 
and board members view the importance of locally developed normed 
measures as a measure of social maturity equally, the values as­
signed by each group was less than one per cent. Principals assigned 
a mean importance factor of .25 per cent; teachers, .17 per cent; and 
board members, .81 per cent. The null hypothesis of equality was re­
jected at the .05 level of significance because F = 3.32. 
The differences in sub-group perceptions of the use of locally 
developed normed measures is reported fully in Table 42. 
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Table 42. Partitioning of the locally developed normed variable as 
a measure of social maturity categorized by sub-groups 
(X = ,30 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 0.71 2.16 0.29 0.88 
Junior high 0.05 0.21 0.14 0.47 
Elementary 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.43 
Total 0.25 1.30 0.17 0.63 
Library use 
The objective of library use ranked eighth with an overall mean 
importance value of 5.38 per cent. Analysis of variance failed to 
provide evidence to reject the null hypothesis that groups and sub­
groups tend to agree on the importance of library use as an objective. 
The means and standard deviations for the sub-groups are reported 
on in Table 43. 
Table 43. Partitioning of the library_use variable as an objective 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 5.83 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 6.1 5.8 6.2 6.2 
Junior high 5.8 6.2 6.2 5.1 
Elementary 5.4 6.0 5.4 5.4 
Total 5.8 6.0 6.0 5.6 
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No sub-group varied in mean importance factor from the overall 
mean Importance factor by more than one per cent. 
When the 5.38 per cent assigned to library use as an objective 
was distributed by the respondents to determine perceived measurement 
appropriateness, locally developed criterion measures and teacher 
judgment received attention. Although the mean importance factor 
of 1.81 per cent was assigned to locally developed criterion measures, 
only fifty-one respondents identified it with a non-zero value. 
Teacher judgment had a slightly lower mean importance factor but was 
assigned a 1.0 per cent median importance factor with eighty-three 
respondents identifying it as an appropriate measure of library use. 
No other measure received a mean importance factor above 1.0 per 
cent with third ranking national or state normed measures receiving 
only a .69 per cent mean importance factor. National or state normed 
measures were identified with non-zero values by twenty-eight re­
spondents, student judgment by forty-seven respondents, parent judgment 
by thirty-four, locally developed normed measures by seventeen, 
national or state criterion measures by thirteen, and other measures 
by one respondent. 
The data reported on Table 44 identifies the number of respond­
ents assigning a non-zero value, the median value assigned, the mean 
importance factor assigned for both overall and non-zero allocations, 
and the resulting standard deviation. 
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Table 44. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to verify 
the accomplishment of the library use objective (X = 5.83 
per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized by 
number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure Range Median X S 
non-zero non^ zero non-zero 
N X S 
Locally developed criterion 0-20 0.0 1.81 3.68 
51 5.21 4.62 
Teacher judgment 0-13 1.0 1.78 2.20 
83 3.15 2.06 
National or state normed 0-10 0.0 .69 1.97 
28 3.64 3.11 
Student judgment 0-5 0.0 .56 1.00 
47 1.77 .99 
Parent judgment 0-6 0.0 .44 1.02 
34 1.91 1.31 
Locally developed normed 0-20 0.0 .35 1.79 
17 3.06 4.41 
National or state criterion 0-5 0.0 .18 .67 
13 2.00 1.18 
Other 0-1 0.0 .01 .01 
1 1.00 .00 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 45, principals 
and teachers agreed with the overall rank relative to the first four 
ranks. However, board members ranked teacher judgment first, locally 
developed criterion measures second, national or state normed measures 
fifth, and student judgment third compared to the first ranking 
of locally developed criterion measures, second ranking of teacher 
judgment, third ranking of national or state normed measures, and fourth 
ranking of student judgment by the overall group, teachers, and principals. 
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Table 45. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring library use cate­
gorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Locally developed criterion 1 1 1 2 
Teacher judgment 2 2 2 1 
National or state normed 3 3 3 5 
Student judgment 4 4 4 3 
Parent judgment 5 5 6 4 
Locally developed normed 6 7 5 6 
National or state criterion 7 6 7 7 
Other measures 8 8 8 8 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 46, analysis of 
variance failed to provide enough evidence for the researcher to re­
ject the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in 
the way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive any 
of the measures of library use. 
The greatest mean importance factor assigned to a measurement 
of library use was assigned by board members to the teacher judgment 
variable. This assignment was a mean importance factor of 2.29 per 
cent. All groups assigned locally developed criterion measures a 
value of between one and two per cent. This was also true of teacher 
judgment by principals and teachers. No other measurement was as­
signed a mean importance factor in excess of one per cent. In every 
case the mean importance factors of locally developed criterion 
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measures and teacher judgment accounted for more than half of the mean 
Importance factor assigned to the objective of library use. 
Table 46. Mean importance factor of measurement devices identified 
as acceptable for measuring library use (5.83 per cent) 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Mean importance factor 
Principals Teachers Board 
Locally developed 1.81 1.95 1.83 1.33 
criterion 
Teacher judgment 1.78 1.76 1.63 2.29 
National or state .69 .65 .84 .38 
normed 
Student judgment .56 .62 .44 .76 
Parent judgment .44 .51 .33 .57 
Locally developed normed .35 .14 .62 .19 
National or state .18 .16 .24 .04 
criterion 
Other measures .01 .00 .02 .00 
Project quality 
Project quality ranked ninth among the objectives of education 
with an overall mean importance factor of 5.66 per cent. Analysis 
of variance failed to provide enough evidence to allow the researcher 
to reject the null hypothesis that the groups and sub-groups tend 
to agree on the importance of project quality as an objective for 
student growth. Means and standard deviations for the sub-groups 
are reported in Table 47. 
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Table 47. Partitioning of the project quality_variable as an ob­
jective categorized by sub-groups (X = 5,66 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 6.6 5.5 6.6 6.0 
Junior high 4.5 5.0 6.4 5.3 
Elementary 4.7 4.6 4.9 5.8 
Total 5.3 5.1 6.0 5.7 6.0 4.1 
Senior high principals and teachers, junior high teachers, and 
board members perceived project quality to have a slightly higher 
mean importance factor than the overall mean of 5.66 per cent, whereas 
junior high principals and elementary principals and teachers perceived 
project quality as being slightly lower than the overall mean. 
The identification of non-zero N, range, median, overall and 
non-zero mean importance factors and standard deviations of ac­
ceptable measurements acceptable to identify the accomplishment of 
project quality is reported in Table 48. 
Two measurement methods were perceived to account for nearly 
two-thirds of the measurement of project quality. Teacher judgment 
was allocated a mean importance factor of 2.20 per cent, the only 
median of non-zero value, and was identified by eighty-one respondents 
as an appropriate measure. The only other measure to receive a mean 
importance factor greater than one per cent was locally developed 
criterion measures with forty-six respondents assigning a non-zero 
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Table 48. Identification of acceptable measurement devices to verify 
the accomplishment of the project quality objective (X = 
5.66 per cent) for all and non-zero respondents categorized 
by number responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and 
standard deviation 
Measure 
non-zero 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
Teacher judgment 
81 
0-10 1.0 2.20 
3.99 
2.66 
2.31 
Locally developed 
criterion 46 
0-15 0.0 1.65 
5.26 
3.18 
3.64 
Student judgment 
54 
0-5 0.0 .73 
2.00 
1.15 
1.04 
Parent judgment 
42 
0-5 0.0 .60 
2.10 
1.15 
1.21 
Locally developed normed 
13 
0-5 0.0 .23 
2.61 
.86 
1.44 
National or state 0-5 0.0 .14 .68 
criterion 9 2.33 1.56 
National or state 0-3 0.0 .06 .35 
r> 5 1,80 .75 
Other 
2 
0-5 0.0 .05 
3.50 
.44 
1.50 
value. Fifty-four respondents identified student judgment with a 
non-zero value, forty-two identified parent judgment, thirteen identi­
fied locally developed normed measures, nine identified national or 
state criterion measures, five identified national or state normed 
measures, and two identified other measures. 
100 
When rank was investigated, as reported in Table 49, teachers, 
principals, and board members agreed with the first ranking measure­
ment being teacher judgment and the second ranking measurement being 
locally developed criterion measures. Although the ranking of other 
measures varied from group to group, all ranks were based on a mean 
importance factor of less than one per cent. 
Table 49. Rank order of the importance of the measurement devices 
identified as acceptable for measuring project quality 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Measure 
All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 1 1 1 1 
Locally developed criterion 2 2 2 2 
Student judgment 3 4 3 5 
Parent judgment 4 3 4 4 
Locally developed normed 5 5 6 3 
National or state criterion 6 6 5 6 
National or state normed 7 7 8 7 
Other measures 8 8 7 8 
When data were arranged as reported in Table 50, analysis of 
variance provided evidence to cause the researcher to tend to reject 
the null hypotheses that there is no significant difference in the 
way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive locally 
developed normed measures as a measure of project quality with an 
F = 9.79, significant at the .01 level, and national and state normed 
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measures with an F = 5.40. The difference's reported were based on 
only thirteen respondents for locally developed normed measures and 
five for national or state normed measures allocating non-zero values 
to the variables. 
Table 50. Mean importance factor of measurement devices identified 
as acceptable for measuring project quality (5.66 per 
cent) categorized by principals, teachers, and board 
members 
Measure Mean importance factor 
All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Teacher judgment 2.20 2.33 2.16 1.90 
Locally developed criterion 1.65 1.44 1.83 1.71 
Student judgment .73 .65 .90 .47 
Parent judgment .60 .68 .52 .57 
Locally developed normed^  .23 .13 .14 
o
 
00 
National or state criterion .14 .02 .24 .24 
National or state normed^  ,00 .00 .06 .24 
Other measures .05 .00 .11 .00 
= 9.79 significant at the .01 level. 
F^ = 5.40 significant at the .01 level. 
Although analysis of variance provided evidence to cause the re­
searcher to tend to reject the hypothesis that teachers, principals, 
and board members view the importance of locally developed normed 
measures as a measure of project quality equally, no mean importance 
value exceeded .80 per cent. The .80 per cent was assigned by board 
102 
members compared to .14 per cent for teachers and .13 per cent for 
principals. The extremely small value raises a question of the ap­
propriateness of rejection. 
The differences in sub-group perceptions of the use of locally 
developed normed measures to measure project quality is reported 
fully in Table 51. 
Table 51. Partitioning of the locally developed normed variable as 
a_measure of project quality categorized by sub-groups 
(X = .23 per cent) 
Sub-groups^  Principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X SX S 
Senior high 0.24 1.06 0.05 0.21 
Junior high 0.00 0.00 0.38 1.05 
Elementary 0.14 0.64 0.00 0.00 
Total 0.13 0.72 0.14 0.64 
= 2.54, significant at the .05 level. 
Analysis of variance failed to provide evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis for the sub-groups when responses to national or state 
normed measures of project quality were investigated. The differences 
in sub-group perceptions of the use of national or state normed 
measures to measure project quality is reported fully in Table 52. 
Although there was no significant difference discovered among 
the sub-groups, board members assigned a mean importance value of 0.24 
per cent to the variable compared to 0.14 per cent for junior high 
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teachers, 0.04 per cent for senior high teachers and 0,07 per 
cent for all other groups. 
Table 52. Partitioning of the national or state normed variable 
a£ a measure of project quality categorized by sub-groups 
(X = .06 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.21 
Junior high 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.64 
Elementary 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 
Total 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.39 0.24 0.61 
Findings Related to Correction Factors 
Respondents were requested to identify those factors which were 
considered to be outside of the control of the teacher but were per­
ceived to have some impact on the growth of a student as measured by 
the measurement factors identified in this study. Forty-one vari­
ables were offered for selection. The respondents were allowed 
to distribute values to a limit of one-hundred per cent. The entire 
allotment could be allocated to one variable or the allotment could 
be allocated to any combination of variables including equal distribu­
tion to all variables. 
The findings were reported in this section of the study in five 
groups. Data for estimated information about the student was reported 
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on Table 53, known personal data about the student on Table 59, known 
inventories and expenditures on Table 63, physical plant variables on 
Table 68, and availability of instructional materials and services on 
Table 72. 
Nine of the forty-one importance correction factors accounted 
for 52.88 per cent of the total correction. Six of the nine ranking 
factors were identified in the category including estimated informa­
tion about the student: intelligence quotient, self-concept, socio­
economic status, parent aspiration, health status, and education of 
parents. The remaining three were identified in the category including 
known personal student data: record of attendance, size of class, and 
age of student. The range of the nine ranking correction factors was 
10.00 per cent to 3.06 per cent of the total 100 per cent correction 
allowed to the respondents for distribution. 
Estimated student data 
Of the ten correction factors in the category reported in Table 
53, the intelligence quotient of the student ranked first. One-
hundred- thirty-nine respondents identified intelligence quotient as 
a factor for correction. The mean importance factor assigned was 
10.0 per cent; Although the median percentage factor assigned was 
9.0 per cent the range was 0-50 per cent. 
Self-concept was identified as second in importance in the 
estimated student information category with one hundred-thirty-seven 
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Table 53. Identification of acceptable student characteristics cor­
rection factors (estimated data) reported for all and non­
zero respondents categorized by number responding non-zero, 
range, median, mean, and standard deviation 
Correction 
Intelligence quotient 
Self concept 
Socio-economic status 
Parent aspiration 
Health status 
Education of parents 
Creativity index 
Work history 
Physical growth index 
Other 
Range Median 
non-zero 
N 
0-50 9.0 
139 
0-50 5.0 
137 
0-35 5.0 
131 
0-25 5.0 
132 
0-25 2.5 
125 
0-18 5.0 
114 
0-24 2.5 
99 
0-10 1.5 
88 
0-10 0.0 
71 
0-40 0.0 
13 
non-zero non-zero 
X S 
10.00 
10.57 
7.62 
7.44 
7.86 
8.22 
6.79 
6.71 
6.11 
6.86 
4.64 
4.37 
6.06 
6.74 
4.57 
4.32 
3.93 
4.62 
3.52 
3.38 
3.77 
5.06 
3.77 
2.82 
2.48 
3.68 
3.00 
2,99 
2.25 
3.38 
2.26 
1.98 
1.42 
2.95 
2.03 
2.01 
.47 
5.50 
2.27 
5.51 
106 
respondents identifying the factor with some non-zero value. The 
median importance factor was 5.0 per cent and the mean importance 
factor was 7.86 per cent although the range was reported a 0 - 50 
per cent. 
Third ranking socioeconomic status received one-hundred-thirty-
one non-zero responses. 
When the data were arranged by rank as reported in Table 54, 
intelligence quotient of the student was ranked first by all groups. 
Self-concept of the student was ranked second overall and by teachers, 
third by principals, and sixth by board members. Socio-economic 
status was ranked fourth overall, by principals and board members, 
while teachers ranked it sixth. Parent aspiration was ranked fifth 
overall and by principals, fourth by teachers and second by board mem­
bers. Board members ranked health status of the student twelfth, 
teachers ranked it seventh and principals ranked it eighth. Education 
of parents was ranked seventh overall and by principals, eighth by 
teachers and fifth by board members. Creativity index was ranked 
tenth overall, ninth by board members, eleventh by teachers and thirteenth 
by principals. 
These seven measures categorized as estimated student data all 
ranked within the top ten ranking by all groups and in the top ten 
rankings by the various groups except in the three cases previously 
identified. 
Board members ranked work history of the student tenth although 
teachers and principals ranked it sixteenth which resulted in an 
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Table 54. Rank order of the importance of the correction variables 
classified as estimated student data categorized by 
principals, teachers, and board members 
Correction All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Intelligence quotient 1 1 1 1 
Self-concept 2 3 2 6 
Socio-economic status 4 4 6 4 
Parent aspiration 5 5 4 2 
Health status 6 8 7 12 
Education of parents 7 7 8 5 
Creativity index 10 13 11 9 
Work history 13 16 16 10 
Physical growth index 25 30 20 23 
Other 41 40 40 41 
overall ranking of thirteenth. 
Physical growth index was ranked twenty-fifth overall with 
teachers ranking it twentieth, board members twenty-third, and princi­
pals thirtieth. Other measures of estimated student data ranked 
forty-first overall with principals and teachers ranking it fortieth 
and board members ranking it forty-first. All ranking by groups for 
estimated student data are reported in Table 54. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 55, analysis of 
variance provided evidence which caused the researcher to tend to re­
ject the hypotheses that there is no significant difference in the 
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Table 55. Importance factors of the correction variables classified 
as estimated student data categorized by principals, 
teachers, and board members 
Mean importance factor 
Correction All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Intelligence quotient 10. ,00 10. ,56 9. ,19 10. 23 
Self-concept* 7, .86 7. ,28 8. ,75 4. 77 
Socio-economic status^ 6. 11 7. ,12 5, ,12 5. ,28 
Parent aspiration 6. 06 6. ,18 5. ,92 6. ,54 
Health status 3. 93 3. ,45 4. 15 2. ,83 
Education of parents 3, .77 3. ,93 3. ,85 4. ,97 
Creativity index 2, .48 2. 09 2. 83 3, .42 
Work history*" 2, .25 1. .89 1. 92 3. 12 
Physical growth index 1, .42 1. 08 1. 67 1, .77 
Other .47 .56 .50 .24 
= 6.86 significant at the .01 level. 
= 3.90 significant at the .05 level. 
^F = 4.91 significant at the .01 level. 
way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive self-
concept and work, history as a correction for the measure of the ob­
jectives of education, F = 6.86 for self-concept and F = 4.91 for 
work history, both significant at the .01 level. 
Self concept was assigned a mean importance factor of 4.77 by 
board members compared to a mean importance factor of 8.75 per cent 
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by teachers and 7.28 per cent by principals. The more than three 
per cent criterion deviation as perceived by board members should be 
noted. 
In the case of work history of the student, board members as­
signed a mean importance value of 3.12 per cent while teachers as­
signed 1.92 per cent and principals assigned 1.89 per cent. 
In no other case did any of the variables identified as student 
characteristic correction factors respond to analysis of variance 
with a high enough F value to justify rejection of the hypotheses. 
Although the evidence provided by analysis of variance caused 
the researcher to tend to reject the null hypothesis that groups viewed 
self-concept, socio-economic status, and work history of the student 
as being perceived equally, when the data were arranged to investigate 
sub-groups the null hypothesis of equality failed to be rejected. Of 
all groups and correction factors only board members for self-concept 
failed to meet the three per cent criterion requirement established 
in the assumptions for this study. 
When self-concept was investigated as a correction factor by 
sub-groups, senior high principals, senior high teachers, and board 
members assigned mean importance values below the overall mean import­
ance value of 7.86 per cent while junior high principals, junior high 
teachers, elementary principals, and elementary teachers assigned a 
mean importance value which exceeded the overall mean importance 
value as reported in Table 56. 
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Table 56. Partitioning of the self concept correction variable 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 7.86 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 5. 76 3, .40 6. ,64 4. 60 
Junior high 7. 19 4. 88 9. ,22 10. ,11 
Elementary 8. 88 8. 00 10. 38 8. ,28 
Total 7. 28 5. 89 8, ,75 8. ,13 
All three sub-groups of principals exceeded the mean importance 
factor of 6.11 per cent for all groups while all other groups failed 
to allocate a mean importance factor that was great as reported in 
Table 57 when socio-economic status was investigated. 
Table 57. Partitioning of the socio-economic correction variable 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 6.11 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers _Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 7.25 4.36 5.93 4.11 
Junior high 6.28 3.88 5.05 3.15 
Elementary 7.81 7.51 4.41 4.00 
Total 7.12 5.52 5.12 3.83 5.28 3.28 
Ill 
When work history was investigated as a correction factor by 
sub-groups, only board members assigned a mean importance factor 
greater than the mean importance factor for all groups of 2.25 per 
cent as reported in Table 58. 
Table 58. Partitioning of the work history correction variable 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 2.25 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals JTeachers __ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 1.88 1.74 2.12 2.64 
Junior high 1.64 1.92 1.98 2.29 
Elementary 2.16 2.76 1.67 2.07 
Total 1.89 2.19 1.92 2.37 3.12 1.94 
Known personal data 
Three of the nine leading correction factors were located in the 
category identified as known personal data, referring to the student. 
Attendance ranked first with one-hundred-thirty-eight non-zero al­
locations, a median importance factor of 5.0 per cent, and a mean cor­
rection factor of 7.09 per cent. 
Class size was ranked second within the category with one-hundred 
•thirty-two respondents assigning a non-zero value. The resulting 
median correction factor was 5.0 per cent and the mean correction fac­
tor was 5.17 per cent. 
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Age of student followed in importance with ninety non-zero 
respondents, a median importance factor for correction of 1.0 per 
cent and a mean correction factor of 3.06 per cent. 
Sex and age of parents ranked fourth and fifth within the 
category with median correction importance factors of 1.0 per cent 
and mean correction factors of 1.80 and 1.53 per cent respectively. 
No other measure in this category received enough non-zero responses 
to be allocated a median value above 0.0 per cent and no other measure 
received a mean importance value of one per cent or more. 
Table 59 contains all data reports for known personal informa­
tion about the student which might be utilized as a correction factor 
when student growth is measured. 
The variables considered as known personal data ranked in order 
as attendance, class size, age of student, sex, age of parents, weight, 
height and other. The ranking of these variables was not reflected 
in the overall ranking of all correction variables. Only attendance, 
class size, and age of student were ranked by all respondents as be­
ing in the top twenty ranking correction variables. 
When the data were arranged by rank for all respondents and all 
correction variables as reported in Table 60; attendance was ranked 
third by all groups, teachers, and board members and second by princi­
pals. Class size ranked fifth overall and by teachers while principals 
ranked it sixth and board members seventh. Age of students was ranked 
eighth by board members and by all groups and ninth by principals and 
teachers. 
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Table 59. Identification of acceptable student characteristic correc­
tion factors (known data) reported for all and non-zero 
respondents categorized by number responding non-zero, 
range, median, mean, and standard deviation 
Correction 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Attendance 
138 
0-38 5.0 7.09 
7.55 
5.43 
5.24 
Class size 
132 
0-20 5.0 5.17 
5.76 
3.78 
3.54 
Age of students 
90 
0-28 1.0 3.06 
5.00 
4.82 
5.31 
Sex 
80 
0-13 1.0 1.80 
3.32 
2.42 
2.41 
Age of parents 
80 
0-12 1.0 1.53 
2.82 
1.98 
1.88 
Weight 
70 
0-10 0.0 .99 
2.07 
1.62 
1.80 
Height 
61 
0—8 0.0 .74 
1.78 
1.34 
1.57 
Other 
5 
0-8 0.0 .17 
5.00 
.95 
1.58 
Table 60, Rank order of the importance of the correction variables 
classified as known personal data categorized by princi­
pals, teachers, and board members 
Correction All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Attendance 
Class size 
Age of students 
Sex of students 
Age of parents 
Weight of students 
Height of students 
Other 
3 
5 
• 8 
18 
22 
32 
37 
39 
2 
6 
9 
14 
27 
33 
39 
42 
3 
5 
9 
23 
21 
32 
38 
39 
3 
7 
8 
21 
18 
36 
32 
40 
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These three measures, categorized as known personal data, all 
ranked within the top ten ranking overall a.nd by all groups. No 
other measure of correction was considered in the upper half of the 
rankings except for sex of the students which ranked eighteenth overall 
and was ranked fourteenth by principals, twenty-first by board members 
and twenty-third by teachers. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 61, analysis of 
variance provided evidence which caused the researcher to tend to re­
ject the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in 
the way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive age 
of parents as a correction for the measure of the objectives of edu­
cation at the .05 level of significance with an F = 2.36. 
Table 61. Importance factors of the correction variables classified 
as known personal data categorized by principals, teachers, 
and board members 
Correction All groups 
Mean imp 
Principals 
ortancs fac 
Teachers 
tor 
Board 
Attendance 7.09 7.75 6.54 6.14 
Class size 3.93 3.45 4.15 2.83 
Age of students 3.06 3.07 3.17 4.57 
Sex of students 1.80 2.05 1.55 1.83 
Age of parents^ 1.53 1.27 1.59 2.00 
Weight of students .99 .93 1.05 .95 
Height of students .74 .80 .73 1.07 
Other .17 .19 .71 .37 
= 3.36, significant at the .05 level. 
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Although no variable other than age of parents was found significant 
when differences were treated with analysis of variance, some slight 
differences were reported in the data means. All groups met the three 
per cent criterion for all known personal data variables. Principals 
assigned a mean importance factor to attendance of 7.75 per cent com­
pared to teachers and board members with mean importance factors of 
6.54 per cent and 6.14 per cent. Teachers allocated a mean importance 
factor of 4.15 per cent compared to the 2.83 per cent allocated by board 
members and the 3.45 per cent allocated by principals. Board members 
assigned a mean importance factor of 4.57 per cent to age of students 
compared to 3.06 per cent overall, 3.07 per cent by principals and 3.17 
per cent by teachers. 
When age of parents was investigated as a correction factor by 
sub-groups, analysis of variance failed to reject the hypothesis 
of equality. Senior high teachers, junior and senior high principals, 
and board members perceived age of parents as more important than 
the mean correction factor for all groups of 1,53 per cent while 
senior high principals and junior high and elementary teachers per­
ceived age of parents to be less important than the overall mean im­
portance factor as reported in Table 62. 
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Table 62. Partitioning of 
categorized by 
the age of 
sub-groups 
garents 
(X = 1.53 
correction variable 
per cent) 
Sub-group Principals 
X S 
Teachers 
X S 
Board 
X S 
Senior high .57 .88 2.53 2.29 
Junior high 1.59 1.58 1.22 1.35 
Elementary 1.69 1.75 1.05 1.59 
Total 1.27 1.53 1.59 1.95 2.00 3.03 
Inventories and expenditures 
Each of the variables classified within the category of inven­
tories and expenditures received enough non-zero ratings to receive 
a median importance factor of 2,0 per cent or 1.0 per cent. How­
ever, no variable in the category received a high enough mean im­
portance factor to be considered among the nine importance correction 
factors which accounted for more than fifty per cent of the total 
correction. Library inventory and equipment inventory ranked first 
and second within the category with median correction factors of 
2.0 per cent and mean importance factors of 2.32 per cent and 2.08 per 
cent. The remaining variables reported on Table 63 had median cor­
rection factors of 1.0 per cent and mean correction factors within 1.0 
per cent of the ranking variables. Less than 1.0 per cent difference 
separated all variables when non-zero means and medians were considered. 
Non-zero ratings ranged from 90-113. 
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Table 63. Identification, of acceptable facility characteristics 
correction factors (inventories and expenditures) reported 
for all and non-zero respondents categorized by number 
responding non-zero, range, median, mean, and standard 
deviation 
Correction 
non-zero 
N 
Range Median X 
non-zero 
X 
S 
non-zero 
S 
Library inventory 0-10 2.0 2.32 2.23 
113 3.02 2.09 
Equipment inventory 0-15 2.0 2.08 2.35 
104 2.94 2.30 
Materials expendture 0-9 1.0 1.74 1.63 
92 2.35 1.47 
Library expenditure 0-10 1.0 1.45 1.70 
90 2.37 1.59 
Textbook expenditure 0-10 1.0 1.40 1.57 
93 2.21 1.44 
Supplies expenditure 0-15 1.0 1.40 1.87 
90 2.29 1.93 
When the data were arranged by rank for all respondents and all 
correction factors as reported in Table 64, none of the factors were 
ranked in the top ten rankings although three were considered in 
the upper half of the total rankings. Library inventory received 
a rank of twelfth overall with principals ranking it eleventh and 
teachers and board members ranking it thirteenth. Equipment inventory 
was ranked fifteenth overall and by principals and fourteenth by 
teachers and board members. Materials expenditure was ranked nineteenth 
overall and seventeenth by principals although it fell to twenty-ninth 
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when ranked by teachers and thirty-seventh by board members. Rank­
ings by all groups placed library expenditures, textbook expenditures, 
and supply expenditures in the lower half of the overall rankings. 
Table 64. Rank order of the importance of the correction variables 
classified as inventories and expenditures categorized 
by principals, teachers, and board members 
Correction All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Library inventory 12 11 13 13 
Equipment inventory 15 15 14 14 
Materials expenditure 19 17 29 37 
Library expenditure 24 24 27 22 
Textbook expenditure 26 26 30 29 
Supplies expenditure 27 20 31 25 
Whan the data vera arranged as reported in Table 65, analysis 
of variance provided evidence to cause the researcher to reject the 
hypotheses that there is no significant difference in the way that 
principals, teachers, and board members perceive materials expenditures 
and textbook expenditures as a correction for the measure of objectives 
of education at the .01 level of significance with F = 5.61 and 
F = 5.70. 
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Table 65, Importance factors of the correction variables classified 
as inventories and expenditures categorized by principals, 
teachers, and board members 
Mean importance factor 
Correction All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Library inventory 2.32 2.14 2.37 2.71 
Equipment inventory 2.08 1.90 2.14 2.43 
Materials expenditure^ 1.74 1.83 1.28 .95 
Library expenditure 1.45 1.45 1.34 1.79 
Textbook expenditures^ 1.40 1.32 1.21 2.67 
Supplies expenditure 1.40 1.55 1.17 1.62 
= 5.61, significant at the .01 level. 
= 5.70, significant at the .01 level. 
When materials expenditure and textbook expenditure were investi­
gated as a correction factor by sub-groups, analysis of variance 
failed to provide evidence to reject the hypothesis of equality. Some 
slight differences in means were reported in Table 66 when materials 
expenditure was arranged by sub-groups. 
Table 66. Partitioning of the materials expenditure correction fac­
tor categorized by sub-groups (X = 1.74 per cent) 
Sub-group Principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high 2.19 1.72 1.34 1.54 
Junior high 1.53 1.56 1.47 1.87 
Elementary 1.79 1.84 1.03 1.34 
Total 1.83 1.73 1.28 1.61 .95 1.00 
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Board members, elementary teachers, and board members perceived 
textbook expenditures as exceeding the overall mean importance factor 
of 1.40 per cent while all others perceived textbook expenditures as 
being less than this factor as reported in Table 67. 
Table 67. Partitioning of the textbook expenditure correction factor 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 1.40 per cent) 
Sub-group Principals Teachers _ Board 
X S X SX S 
Senior high 1.29 1.58 1.22 1.57 
Junior high 1.17 1.39 1.55 1.51 
Elementary 1.52 1.26 .88 1.28 
Total 1.32 1.26 1.21 1.39 2.67 2.25 
Facility characteristics 
No variable considered within the category of facility characteris­
tics received more than one-hundred non-zero ratings, received a median 
correction factor greater than 1.0 per cent, or a mean correction fac­
tor greater than 1.89 per cent. Flexibility of space ranked first as 
a facility characteristic considered as a correction variable for 
measuring the objective of education with a range of 0-10 per cent, 
a median importance factor of 1.0 per cent, an overall mean importance 
factor of 1.89 per cent, a non-zero importance factor of 2.87, and 
standard deviations of 2.16 per cent and 2.07 per cent. Room size, 
condition of building, lighting, and temperature ranked in descending 
order with non-zero number responding of 89, 96, 103, and 96; range 
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of 0-15 for room size and 0-10 for the other variables; median im­
portance factors of 1.0 per cent; overall mean importance factors of 
1.67, 1.51, 1.38 and 1.17 per cent with standard deviations of 2.30, 
1.87, 1.63, 1.49 per cent; and non-zero importance factors of 2.30, 
1.87, 1.63, 1.49 per cent with non-zero standard deviations of 2.39, 
1.87, 1.63, 1.51 per cent. A total analysis of data relating to 
facility characteristics is reported in Table 68. 
Table 68. Identification of acceptable facility characteristics cor­
rection factors reported for all and non-zero respondents 
categorized by number responding non-zero, range, median, 
mean, and standard deviation 
Correction Range Median 
non-zero 
X 
non-zero 
X 
non-2 
S 
1.89 2.16 
2.87 2.07 
1.67 2.30 
2.76 2.39 
1.51 1.87 
2.32 1.87 
1.38 1.63 
1.97 1.63 
1.17 1.49 
1.79 1.51 
.97 1.47 
1.68 1.61 
.81 1.24 
1.57 1.33 
.79 1.22 
1.84 1.24 
Flexibility of space 
Room size 
Condition of building 
Lighting 
Temperature 
Thermal environment 
Custodial services 
Age of building 
97 
89 
96 
103 
96 
84 
76 
63 
0-10 1.0 
0-15 1.0 
0-10 1.0 
0-10 1.0 
0-10 1.0 
0-10 0.0 
0-8 0.0 
0—8 0.0 
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When data were arranged by rank for all respondents and all 
correction factors as reported in Table 69, none of the factors 
ranked in the upper ten although flexibility of space and room size 
ranked in the upper half. 
Table 69. Rank order of the importance of the correction variables 
classified as facility characteristics categorized by prin­
cipals, teachers, and board members 
Correction All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Flexibility of space 16 21 15 16 
Room size 20 22 18 28 
Condition of building 23 18 28 27 
Lighting 28 29 22 26 
Temperature 29 35 25 30 
Thermal environment 33 31 36 31 
Custodial services 35 38 34 39 
Age of building 36 36 35 37 
When data were arranged as reported in Table 70, analysis of 
variance failed to provide enough evidence for the researcher to re­
ject the hypotheses that there was no significant difference in the 
way that principals, teachers and board members perceive any of the 
facility characteristics. 
Table 70, Importance factors of the correction variables classified 
as facility characteristics categorized by principals, 
teachers, and board members 
Mean importance factor 
Correction All groups Principals Teachers Board 
Flexibility of space 1.89 1.55 2.08 2.31 
Room size 1.67 1.53 1.76 1.31 
Condition of building 1.51 1.68 1.32 1.55 
Lighting 1.38 1.12 1.57 1.59 
Temperature 1.17 .90 1.43 1.16 
Thermal environment .97 1.05 .83 1.09 
Custodial services .81 .76 .90 .64 
Age of building .79 .65 .87 .92 
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Although evidence provided by analysis of variance failed to 
reject the null hypothesis when the data were arranged for groups, 
analysis of variance did provide evidence for the researcher to tend 
to reject the null hypothesis that sub-groups view facility character­
istics equally. When the data were arranged as reported in Table 71, 
analysis resulted in an F = 2.92. 
Table 71. Partitioning of_the lighting correction variable categorized 
by sub-groups (X = 1.38 per cent) 
Sub-group^ principals Teachers Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high .69 .87 .69 1.15 
Junior high 1.36 1.34 1.65 1.16 
Elementary 1.31 1.29 2.38 2.49 
Total 1.12 1.22 1.57 1.86 1.59 1.87 
= 2.92, significant at the .05 level. 
Availability of instructional materials and services 
Availability of instructional materials and services received 
a total allocation of 16.04 per cent of the correction allocation 
perceived to be related to the measurement and objective categories 
identified in this study. A summary of responses is reported on 
Table 72. 
Materials was ranked first with one-hundred-thirty-three re­
spondents awarding materials a non-zero rating which resulted in 
the assignment of a 2.5 per cent median, an all respondent mean and 
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Table 72. Identification of acceptable facility characteristic 
correction factors (availability of instructional materials 
and services) reported for all and non-zero respondents 
categorized by number responding non-zero, range, median, 
mean, and standard deviation 
Correction Range Median X S 
non-zero non-zero non-zero 
N X S 
Materials 
133 
0-15 2.5 2.86 
3.16 
2.27 
2.18 
Parent assistance 
87 
0-15 1.0 2.33 
3.93 
3.22 
3.36 
Equipment 
119 
0-10 2.0 2.09 
2.58 
1.84 
1.70 
Textbooks 
107 
0-10 2.0 1.82 
2.50 
1.81 
1.68 
Guidance services 
103 
0-8 2.0 1.64 
2.34 
1.67 
1.53 
Psychological services 89 
89 
0-10 1.0 1.15 
1.70 
1.52 
1.55 
Aides 
79 
0—8 1.0 1.09 
2.04 
1.45 
1.41 
Special teachers 
74 
0-5 1.0 1.08 
1.83 
1.33 
1.32 
Clerks 
60 
0-5 0.0 .62 
1.51 
.95 
.92 
Storage 
48 
0-5 0.0 .31 
.95 
.63 
.77 
Other 
3 
0-40 0.0 .17 
8.00 
1.66 
8.50 
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standard deviation of 2.86 per cent and 2.27 per cent, and a non-zero 
mean importance factor and standard deviation of 3.16 per cent and 
2.18 per cent. 
Although only eighty-seven respondents identified parent assist­
ance as a correction factor with a non-zero rating, those respondents 
raised the 1.0 per cent median importance factor to a mean importance 
correction factor of 2.33 per cent with a standard deviation of 3.22 
per cent. 
Equipment, textbooks, and guidance services were awarded median 
importance correction factors of 2.0 per cent and mean correction 
factors of 2.09, 1.82, and 1.64 per cent. The non-number of zero 
ratings assigned to these variables ranged from 103 to 119. 
Psychological services, aides, and special services received non­
zero ratings from eighty-nine, seventy-nine, and seventy-four respond­
ents resulting in a 1,0 median importance factor. The mean importance 
factors for all groups were 1.15, 1.09, and .96 per cent. Responses 
ranged from 0-10 for psychological services, 0-8 for aides, and 0-5 
for special services. 
Clerks, storage, and other availability measures received 0.0 
median importance factor allocations resulting in overall mean im­
portance factors of .62, .31, and .17 per cent. 
One respondent assigned an importance factor of 40 per cent to 
availability of administrative assistance which accounts for the 
extreme range reported for other receiving an 8.0 per cent non-zero 
mean importance factor. 
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When the data were arranged by rank for all respondents and 
all correction factors as reported in Table 73, only one of the 
factors, availability of instructional materials, ranked in the 
upper ten. The materials factor, as well as parent assistance, 
availability of equipment, and availability of textbooks were 
ranked in the upper half of the total rankings. Availability of in­
structional materials was ranked ninth by all groups, tenth by princi­
pals and teachers, and eleventh by board members. 
Table 73. Rank order of the importance of the correction variables 
classified as availability of instructional materials 
and services categorized by principals, teachers, and 
board members 
Correction All groups 
Rank 
Principals Teachers Board 
Materials 9 10 10 11 
Parent assistance 11 23 12 15 
Equipment 14 12 17 17 
Textbooks 17 25 19 19 
Guidance services 21 19 24 26 
Psychological 30 32 26 33 
Aide 31 28 33 38 
Special teachers 34 34 37 24 
Clerks 37 39 41 35 
Storage 38 41 42 42 
Other 40 43 43 43 
Parent assistance was ranked eleventh by all groups, twelfth by 
teachers, fifteenth by board members although principals dropped it 
to a rank of twenty-third. Availability of textbooks and guidance 
services were ranked seventeenth and twenty-first by all groups, 
twenty-fifth and nineteenth by principals, nineteenth and twenty-
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fourth by teachers and nineteenth and twenty-sixth by board members. 
Ranking by all groups and sub-groups placed availability of 
psychological services, aides, special teachers, clerks, storage, 
and other availability factors in the lower half of the rankings. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 74, analysis 
of variance provided evidence to cause the researcher to tend to re­
ject the null hypotheses that there is no significant difference in 
the way that principals, teachers, and board members perceive the 
availability of special teachers, and clerks as a correction for the 
measure of objectives of education at the .01 level of significance 
with F = 6.84, and F = 4.96. 
Table 74. Importance factors of the correction variables classified 
as availability of instructional materials and services 
categorized by principals, teachers, and board members 
Correction All groups 
Mean importance factor 
Principals Teachers Board 
Materials 2.66 2.65 3.02 2.86 
Parent assistance 2.33 1.49 2.64 2.38 
Equipment 2.09 2.25 1.86 2.28 
Textbooks 1.82 1.38 1.72 1.93 
Guidance services 1.64 1.63 1.52 1.92 
Psychological 1.15 .96 1.36 1.07 
Aide 1.09 1.24 1.01 .88 
Special teachers* 1.06 .92 .77 1.64 
Clerks^ .62 .65 .46 .97 
Storage .31 .29 .34 .23 
Other .17 .02 .31 .12 
^F = 6.84, significant at the .01 level. 
^F = 4.96, significant at the .01 level. 
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Although two of the eleven correction factors identified as 
availability of instructional materials and services resulted in 
the identification of significant differences, neither of the two 
factors had a greater mean importance factor than 1.64 per cent 
while most were assigned a mean importance factor of less than 1.0 
per cent. 
When special teachers and clerks were investigated as correction 
factors by sub-groups, analysis of variance failed to provide evidence 
allowing for the rejection of the null hypotheses. 
Some slight differences in means were reported in Tables 75 
and 76. 
When special teachers and clerks were investigated as correction 
factors by sub-groups, analysis of variance failed to provide evi­
dence allowing for the rejection of the null hypotheses. 
Some slight differences in means were reported in Tables 75 
and 76. 
Table 75. Partitioning of the special_teacher correction factor 
categorized by sub-groups (X = 1.08 per cent) 
Sub-groups Principals Teachers Board 
X S X SX S 
Senior high .57 .77 .43 .76 
Junior high .95 1.22 .82 1.17 
Elementary 1.23 1.75 1.00 1.31 
Total .92 1.25 .77 1.13 1.64 1.75 
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Table 76. Partitioning of_the clerk correction factor categorized 
by sub-groups (X = .62 per cent) 
Sub-groups principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X SX S 
Senior high .62 .86 .57 1.02 
Junior high .81 .94 .33 .51 
Elementary .52 .76 .45 .85 
Total .65 .87 .46 00
 
1.23 
Importance of Student Growth in Teacher Evaluation 
All respondents were asked to react to their agreement or dis­
agreement with several general statements relating to evaluation of 
teachers. Most of the statements were not related to this study. How­
ever, two of the statements were particularly appropriate for this study 
and are reported in this section of the study. The frequency of 
responses and the percentage of respondents marking each level of 
agreement or disagreement is reported in Table 77 for the statement 
that student growth is a viable measure of teacher achievement pro­
vided differences in students, materials, and facilities are ac­
counted for. Maximum agreement was reported by forty-three respond­
ents, the moderate level of agreement by fifty-nine respondents, 
and the level of minimal agreement by twenty-four respondents. A 
positive level of agreement was allocated by 86.7 per cent of the re­
spondents, No opinion or disagreement was marked by twenty-one re­
spondents and accounted for 14,3 per cent of all responses. 
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Respondents marked maximum agreement 29.3 per cent of the time, 
moderate agreement 40.1 per cent of the time, and minimal agreement 
16.3 per cent of the time. Only 1.4 per cent of the respondents 
selected the no opinion option. 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 78, no significant 
difference was found with analysis of variance as a test of the 
hypothesis that principals, teachers, and board members tend to agree 
that student growth is a viable measure of teacher achievement pro­
vided differences in students, materials, and facilities are ac­
counted for. 
Table 77. Record of responses to the statement that student growth 
is a viable measure of teacher achievement provided dif­
ferences in students, materials, and facilities are 
accounted for categorized by frequency 
Degree of Frequency F/N Cumulative CF/N 
agreement per cent frequency per cent 
Disagree -3 6 4.1 147 100.0 
Disagree -2 4 2.7 141 96.9 
Disagree -1 9 6.1 137 94.2 
No opinion 0 2 1.4 128 88.1 
Agree +1 24 16.3 126 86.7 
Agree +2 59 40.1 102 69.4 
Agree +3 43 29.3 43 29.3 
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Table 78. Partitioning of the viability statement categorized by 
sub-groups 
Sub-groups Principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
Senior high +1.80 1.47 +1.80 1.09 
Junior high +1.76 .97 +1.42 1.67 
Elementary +1.57 1.09 + .94 2.03 
Total +1.71 1.42 +1.40 1.69 +1.90 1.31 
The frequency of responses and the percentage of respondents marking 
each level of agreement or disagreement is reported in Table 79 for the 
statement that because of the extreme differences in teacher personality 
and the methods of instruction, an evaluation based on student growth 
over time is a more satisfactory indicator of instructional effective­
ness than is observation of process. 
Thirty-two respondents responded with a maximum agreement marking, 
thirty-seven to the second level of agreement, and thirty-nine to 
the level of some agreement. A positive level of agreement was allo­
cated by 73.5 per cent of the respondents. No opinion or disagreement 
was marked by thirty-nine respondents and accounted for 26.5 per cent 
of all responses. 
Respondents marked maximum agreement 21.8 per cent of the time, 
moderate agreement 25.2 per cent of the time, and minimal agreement 
26.5 per cent of the time. Only 3.4 per cent of the respondents 
selected the no opinion option. 
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Table 79. Record of responses to the statement that because of the 
extreme differences in teacher personality and the methods 
of instruction, an evaluation based on student growth over 
time is a more satisfactory indicator of instructional ef­
fectiveness than is the observation of process categorized 
by frequency 
Degree of Frequency F/N Cumulative CF/N 
agreement per cent frequency per cent 
Disagree -3 15 10.2 147 100.0 
Disagree -2 12 8.2 132 89.8 
Disagree -1 7 4.8 120 81.6 
No opinion 0 5 3.4 113 76.8 
Agree +1 39 26.5 108 73.4 
Agree +2 37 25.2 69 46.9 
Agree +3 32 21.8 32 21.8 
When the data were arranged as reported in Table 80, the researcher, 
based on evidence provided by analysis of variance, rejected the null 
hypothesis that principals, teachers, and board members tend to agree 
on the level of agreement expressed about the statement that because 
of extreme differences in teacher personality and the methods of in­
struction, an evaluation based on student growth over time is a more 
satisfactory indicator of instructional effectiveness than is observa­
tion of process. 
The analysis of variance resulted in an F value of 3.46 which is 
significant at the .05 level. Board members allocated the highest 
indication of agreement with a mean level of agreement of 1.48 of 
a possible 3.0 points. Principals allotted 1.02 as a mean level of 
agreement, and teachers allotted a .60 mean level of agreement. 
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Table 80. Partitioning of the satisfactory indicator statement 
categorized by sub-groups 
Sub-group Principals _Teachers _ Board 
X S X S X S 
High school + .90 1.69 + .90 2.02 
Junior high +1.29 1.52 + .95 1.96 
Elementary + .80 1.98 - .05 2.19 
Total® +1.02 1.75 + .60 2.11 +1.48 1.65 
= 3.46, significant at the .05 level. 
Although the difference in the way the groups perceived the agreement 
level of perceptions was found significant by analysis of variance, 
all groups tended to agree with the statement. 
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CHAPTER V; SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The problem of this study was identified as the search for a way to 
use student growth in teacher evaluation. The purposes of the study can 
be summarized to include identifying objectives, measures, and correction 
factors which might be considered a part of an evaluation procedure; deter­
mining priority or level of importance of perceptions of principals, 
teachers, and board members; determining if agreement exists within the 
groups, and finally generating a formula which might be used for teacher 
evaluation. Objectives were established, hypotheses formulated, and as­
sumptions made. 
The method of study selected was a semi-interview technique combined 
with a forced-sort modification allowing respondents a limited number of 
points to award to pre-selected objectives, measures, and correction factors. 
Principals, teachers, and board members from twenty-one randomly 
selected schools were invited to participate. One principal from each 
level, one teacher from each level, and one board member were surveyed. 
The results were reported by mean importance factor, median importance 
factor, rank, and standard deviation for zero and non-zero factors. Re­
sults of the analysis of variance were reported only if the test resulted 
in the rejection of any hypothesis. If the hypothesis was rejected, 
means for sub-groups were reported. 
The null hypotheses that principals, teachers, and board members tend 
to perceive objectives for education, measures appropriate for the objec­
tives, and correction factors necessary to be considered for entry into a 
teacher evaluation formula based upon student growth was rejected in one 
of nine cases for objectives, thirteen of sixty-three cases for measures, 
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and six of forty-one cases for correction factors. The null hypotheses 
for sub-groups was rejected in only two cases. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
The conclusions of this study are related to the purposes, ob­
jectives, and hypotheses identified in Chapter I. The first purpose 
of the study was to identify present objectives for student growth, 
available measures of student growth, and student and materials and 
facility characteristics which might have an effect on student growth 
but be beyond the control of the teacher. 
The literature was reviewed to identify these objectives, measures, 
and correction factors and a list was prepared. This list was submitted 
to a panel of educators for recommendations for additions and de­
letions. The resulting list was translated into the questionnaire 
used in the study. 
The review of literature included a search for information to 
determine present teacher evaluation procedures and to determine if 
evaluation based on student growth is presently advocated or practiced. 
The review revealed that observation of teaching process is the most 
widely used method of teacher evaluation with some attention being 
given to student and parent judgment, interactional analysis, and 
self-evaluation. No research was located which reports the inclusion 
of student growth although several authors advocated setting goals and 
objectives and determining if these goals and objectives are being 
accomplished. 
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Establishing priority values 
The second purpose of the study was to determine priority or 
level of importance for each of the variables. Two questions were 
posed for consideration; 
a. Do teachers, principals, and board members presently 
perceive some factors, which might be utilized in 
teacher evaluation, as being more important than 
other factors? 
So that this question could be answered, a questionnaire was 
submitted to one-hundred-forty-seven principals, teachers, and 
board members in twenty-one Iowa schools. They were asked to record 
their perceptions of the importance of each of the variables. A mean 
importance factor for each variable was computed. 
One objective was perceived to have a mean importance factor 
of more than twenty per cent, three had between ten and fifteen per 
cent, and five between five and ten per cent. One measure was perceived 
to have a mean importance factor of more than thirty per cent, four be­
tween ten and twenty per cent, and three less than ten per cent. One 
correction factor was perceived to have a mean importance factor of 
more than ten per cent, fourteen between two and five percent, and 
fourteen between zero and one per cent. Identification of specific 
variable differences will be identified in the formula generation 
section of the study. 
The data tends to support the contention that teachers, principals, 
and board members do tend to perceive some factors as being more 
137 
important than other factors. The size of the standard deviation and 
the width of the range gives some clues about real differences, how­
ever the data were not statistically treated to test these hypotheses. 
Further research should be done before a conclusion can be stated, 
b. Which factors, if any, are perceived to be contributors 
in greater proportion than other factors? 
The data were reviewed and mean importance factors were identified 
for each variable. Achievement, skill attainment, attitude, and 
self-concept accounted for nearly two-thirds of the perceived im­
portance assigned to objectives. 
The three measures which were perceived as being the most ap­
propriate measuring devices for the measurement of objectives are 
shown in Figure 1. 
Correction factors receiving a mean importance factor higher 
than five per cent were intelligence quotient, self concept, socio­
economic status, parent aspiration, and class size. No objective, 
measure, or correction factor was suspected, to contribute to such 
an extent that other variables could be eliminated from consideration 
for the generation of a formula for teacher evaluation based on 
student growth. 
Identifying perception agreement 
The third purpose of the study was to determine if enough 
agreement existed among principals, teachers, and board 
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Objective 
Achievement 
Skill attainment 
Attitude 
Self-concept 
Enthusiasm 
Creativity-
Social maturity 
Library use 
Project quality 
Priority for 
measurement device 
national or state normed 
teacher judgment 
locally developed criterion 
teacher judgment 
national or state normed 
locally developed criterion 
teacher judgment 
parent judgment 
student judgment 
teacher judgment 
student judgment 
parent judgment 
teacher judgment 
student judgment 
parent judgment 
teacher judgment 
student judgment 
parent judgment 
teacher judgment 
parent judgment 
student judgment 
locally developed criterion 
teacher judgment 
national or state normed 
teacher judgment 
locally developed criterion 
student judgment 
Figure 1. Appropriate measuring devices for objectives 
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members so that mean importance factors derived from the study 
could be used as values in the generation of a teacher evaluation 
formula. To determine if this purpose was achieved, a third 
question was posed: 
c. Does some agreement presently exist among teachers, 
principals, and board members as to which factors are 
most important? 
Three basic null hypotheses were tested to determine if differences 
existed among perceptions of principals, teachers, and board members of 
factors which might be used in the generation of a teacher evaluation 
formula. 
Null hypotheses 1: 
There is no significant difference among the values assigned by 
the perceptions of principals, teachers, and board members as to the 
factors considered appropriate objectives for education. 
Analysis of variance was used to test these null hypotheses and 
a summary of the results is shown in Figure 2. 
The group tended to agree on all objectives with the exception 
of achievement. Although the null hypothesis was rejected for achieve­
ment, the fact that it was ranked first by all groups and received a 
mean importance factor of 24.96 per cent, the researcher concluded that 
it could be considered as a variable in the generation of a teacher 
evaluation formula. The difference which caused the rejection was a 
matter of degree among individuals since all groups perceived achieve­
ment to be the most important objective. 
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Objective 
1. Achievement 
2. Skill attainment 
3. Attitude 
4. Self-concept 
5. Enthusiasm 
6. Creativity 
7. Social maturity 
8. Library use 
9. Project quality 
Results 
rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
2. Analysis of variance summary for objectives 
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Null hypothesis 2: 
There is no significant difference among the values assigned 
by perceptions of principals, teachers, and board members as to the 
factors considered appropriate measures for student growth. 
Analysis of variance was also used to test these hypotheses. 
The summary of the results follow with numbers from hypotheses 1 
identifying the objectives to be measured. 
Measure 
Teacher judgment 
Parent judgment 
Student judgment 
Nat or state normed 
Nat or state criterion 
Local normed 
Local criterion 
Results for objectives 
Rejected Not rejected 
for objective no. for objective no. 
1,2,3,4,5 
1 
2 
9 
6 
1,2,3,7 
None 
6,7,8,9 
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 
1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8 
1.2.3.4.5.6.8.9 
4,5,6,8,9 
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 
Note - numbers representing objectives are reported on 
previous page 
Figure 3. Analysis of variance summary for measures 
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Although each group attached importance to the contribution of 
teacher judgment as a measure, teachers consistently rated it higher 
than board members. Board members had a tendency to rate locally de­
veloped normed measures higher than teachers and principals. A dilemma 
occurs. If teacher judgment is to be a factor in a teacher evaluation 
formula and if teachers perceive it to be more important than board 
members, some position of compromise will have to be taken. If the 
formula generated by this study is to be adapted for use by local school 
districts, this conflict will need to be mutually resolved. It was 
concluded that the disagreement among groups for teacher judgment 
and locally developed normed measures seemed to be caused by board 
members preferring locally developed normed measures whereas teachers 
and principals preferred teacher judgment. 
Null hypothesis 3; 
There is no significant difference among the values assigned by 
perceptions of principals, teachers, and board members as to the fac­
tors considered appropriate correction factors necessary if teacher 
evaluation is to be based on student growth. 
The results of analysis of variance which was used to test these 
hypotheses are shown in Figure 4. 
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Correction factor Results 
Student differences 
Intelligence quotient 
Self-concept 
Socio-economic status 
Parent aspiration 
Health status 
Education of parents 
Creativity index 
Work history 
Physical growth index 
Attendance record 
Class size 
Age of students 
Height of students 
Weight of students 
not rejected 
rejected 
rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
Materials and facility differences 
Library inventory not rejected 
Equipment inventory not rejected 
Materials expenditure rejected 
Library expenditure not rejected 
Textbook expenditure rejected 
Supplies expenditure not rejected 
Flexibility of space not rejected 
Room size not rejected 
Condition of building not rejected 
Thermal environment not rejected 
Lighting not rejected 
Temperature not rejected 
Custodial services not rejected 
Age of building not rejected 
Figure 4. Analysis of variance summary for correction factors 
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Correction factor 
Materials 
Parent assistance 
Equipment 
Textbooks 
Guidance services 
Psychological services 
Aides 
Special teachers 
Clerks 
Storage 
Other 
Results 
Availability differences 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
rejected 
not rejected 
rejected 
not rejected 
not rejected 
Figure 4. (Continued) 
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Use of student growth In evaluation 
Although eight of the forty-one correction factors were rejected 
by evidence provided by analysis of variance, no correction factor 
was identified to have a mean importance factor greater than seven 
per cent, it was decided that the difference would not be cause for 
failing to include the correction factors in an evaluation formula. 
Based on the findings, it was concluded that the factors as 
identified for inclusion in the study might be considered satisfactory 
variables in a teacher evaluation formula. 
Null hypothesis 4; 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of prin­
cipals, teachers, and school board members with the statements advo­
cating the use of student growth as an indicator of teacher effectiveness. 
Statement in questionnaire Result 
Because of the extreme differences in teacher 
personality and the methods of instruction, an 
evaluation based on student growth over time is 
a more satisfactory indicator of instructional 
rejected 
Student growth is a viable measure of teacher 
achievement provided differences in students, 
materials, and facilities are accounted for. 
not rejected 
Figure 5. Analysis of variance summary for student growth inclusion 
statements 
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Although all groups assigned a positive value to the perception 
of agreement with the "satisfactory indicator" statement, sub-group 
investigation provided evidence that elementary teachers assigned a 
negative value to the statement. In any case, the level of agreement 
with the satisfactory indicator statement, was lower than the level 
of agreement with the statement when differences in students, materials, 
and facilities are accounted for. There was general agreement with the 
type of statement which asked if teacher evaluation should be based 
on student growth. 
Formula generation 
A fourth purpose of the study was to generate an equation model 
designed to provide a way to identify differences in individual teach­
ers based on measures of pre-specified objectives of student growth 
corrected for student differences, materials availability differences, 
and facility differences. The figures used in this section of the 
study will be based on mean importance factor but will be rounded for 
practical application. 
Objectives With the exception of achievement, no significant 
differences were discovered in the way either groups or sub-groups 
viewed the importance of the various objectives. Although there was 
a significant difference in the way that principals, teachers, and 
board members view achievement as an objective, the difference tended 
to be a matter of degree rather than relative importance. Achievement 
148 
was identified as the first ranked objective by every group by a 
margin of approximately 10 per cent. The results indicate that 
achievement should account for at least 25 per cent of the weighting 
in any formula devised to use student growth for teacher evaluation. 
However, any attempt to assign a formula weight to achievement for the 
purpose of practicing administrative evaluation of the teacher based 
in part on student growth will require discussion, if not negotiation, 
to determine a compromise position between the 21 per cent mean im­
portance value assigned by elementary teachers and the 30 per cent 
assigned by the board. 
No evidence was found in the data to challenge the assumption 
that all groups consider the other objectives to have the same relative 
importance as any individual group. No significant difference was 
discovered for any other objective when the null hypothesis included 
groups or sub-groups. 
Investigation of the data suggests that skill attainment might 
account for at least 15 per cent in a teacher evaluation formula based 
on student growth. Comments by the respondents caused the researcher 
to suspect that the level of abstraction of the two terms, achievement 
and skill attainment, may be cause to consider them together in a 
teacher evaluation formula because some confusion did result as to 
what would be measured as achievement and what would be measured as 
skill attainment. Collectively, a value might be entered as having a 
weighted value of between 40 and 45 per cent. 
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Attitude, self-concept, and enthusiasm were separated by between 
two to five percentage points difference when mean importance factors 
were examined. However, equal ranges, similar medians, and similar 
standard deviations cause the researcher to tend to group these fac­
tors together as equals for the purpose of inclusion in a teacher 
evaluation formula. The. five percentage point spread in mean import­
ance factors tends to be considered less important when identified as 
a five point spread in a possible spread of 100 percentage points. 
These three might possibly group together semantically for an entry of 
30 per cent of a teacher evaluation formula based on student growth. 
If each variable were to be considered separately for practical in­
clusion, the value might be 10 per cent each. 
The remaining four objectives—creativity, social maturity, 
library use, and project quality—have a number of statistical simi­
larities but tend to have semantic differences which would make them 
difficult to group in an evaluation formula. Creativity and social 
maturity have semantic characteristics which would tend to connect 
them with the attitude, self-concept, and enthusiasm grouping, however 
differences in range, medians, and mean importance factors tend to give 
them a separate identification. Each might be entered in a teacher 
evaluation formula with a weighting of 5 per cent or the entire 
group might be collectively entered as 20 to 30 per cent dependent 
upon local desires. 
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The resulting formula for objectives might follow a pattern similar 
to achievement and skill attainment—40 per cent; attitude, enthusiasm 
and self concept—30 per cent; and locally determined objectives--
30 per cent. These assigned values would reflect the median values 
and the mean importance values as determined by the study. Because 
of the wide range of perceptions, which tended to be patterned at 
approximately four times the median and mean values, individual 
educators may wish to adjust the recommended values. The rather wide 
standard deviations, which reflected the wide range, also indicate that 
local districts will have to make arbitrary decisions to meet local 
needs. 
The agreement among the groups tends to be promising and provides 
some evidence that disagreements will be based on personal preferences 
rather than membership in the groups of principals, teachers, and board 
members. 
A district might choose to include all variables and enter mean 
importance factors into the formula or might choose to limit the number 
of variables by selecting a semantic alternative. 
Two alternative value recommendations are illustrated in FigureÉ; One 
was based on mean importance and one grouped samantically. 
Measures Agreement among groups as to which measures of 
objectives would be most appropriate was not as great as the agreement 
for objectives. In the cases of measurement of achievement, skill 
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Objective Mean importance Semantic 
allocation alternative 
Achievement 25 40 
Skill attainment 14 
Attitude 13 
Self-concept 11 30 
Enthusiasm 8 
Creativity 6 
Social maturity- 6 
Library use 5 30 
Project quality 5 
Locally determined 5 
Figure 6. Formula inclusion on considerations for objectives 
based on mean importance factors and semantic 
grouping 
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attainment, attitude, self-concept, and enthusiasm, significant differ­
ences were found among the groups. Part of the difference might be 
explained by teachers wanting to give a greater value to teacher judgment 
than any other group and board members desiring to develop local normed 
measures to a greater extent than other groups. 
If, as suggested in the section on objectives, achievement and 
skill attainment are grouped together, the 40 per cent importance al­
located to objectives might be distributed for measurement to teacher 
judgment--10 per cent; national or state normed measures—10 per cent; 
locally developed criterion measures—10 per cent; locally developed 
normed measures—5 per cent, and other measures—5 per cent. 
The semantic grouping of attitude, self-concept, and enthusiasm 
seemed appropriate after investigation of the measures for each of 
the objectives were examined. In all three cases, teacher judgment, 
parent judgment, and student judgment accounted for a large percentage 
of the measures considered appropriate for the three objectives. Again 
the significant difference in teacher judgment seemed to be caused by 
board members feeling that teacher judgment was about half as important 
as teachers felt it was. 
However; all groups did rank these three measures as being the 
best measures for the three objectives, so from a practical adminis­
trative viewpoint a reasonable distribution of measures for the 30 
per cent importance suggested for the objectives might be teacher 
judgment—10 per cent; parent and student judgment—10 per cent; locally 
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developed normed and criterion measures—5 per cent; and other 
measures—5 per cent. 
The wide range and wide standard deviations might make these sug­
gestions unsatisfactory to individuals, but the consistent position taken 
by the groups tend to give credibility to the suggestion. 
The decision to enter creativity, social maturity, library use, 
and project quality as separate objectives or a single grouping 
would seem to have little effect on the way that measures would be 
determined. If creativity were to be considered separately, the dis­
tribution of the suggested 5 per cent might be teacher judgment—3 per 
cent; student judgment--! per cent; and other measures—1 per cent. 
If social maturity were to be considered separately, the distribution 
of the suggested 5 per cent might be teacher judgment—2 per cent; 
parent judgment—1 per cent; student judgment—1 per cent; and other 
measures--! per cent. If library use were to be considered separately, 
the distribution of the suggested 5 per cent might be teacher judgment— 
2 per cent; locally developed criterion—2 per cent; and other measures— 
1 per cent. If project quality were to be considered separately, the 
distribution of the suggested 5 per cent might be teacher judgment— 
2 per cent, locally developed criterion measures—1 per cent, and other 
measures—2 per cent. 
If, however, the possibility of semantically grouping the remaining 
objectives into locally determined objectives valued at 30 per cent, the 
distribution of measurement might be teacher judgment--10 per cent; 
parent and student judgment—5 per cent; locally developed criterion 
measures--5 per cent, other locally determined measures—10 per cent. 
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A formula for measuring objectives might be recommended as 
achievement and skill attainment—teacher judgment (10 per cent), 
national or state normed (10 per cent), locally developed criterion 
(10 per cent), locally developed normed (5 per cent), and other 
measures (5 per cent); attitude, self concept, and enthusiasm— 
teacher judgment (10 perccent), parent and student judgment (10 
per cent), locally developed normed and criterion (5 per cent), and 
other measures (5 per cent); other locally determined objectives— 
teacher judgment (10 per cent), parent and student judgment (5 per 
cent), locally developed criterion measures (5 per cent), and other 
locally determined measures (10 per cent). 
If thirty per cent of the decision of student growth is to be 
determined by the teacher and if the determination is going to have 
an effect on the decision in teacher evaluation, careful consideration 
must be given to the method used to gather the self evaluation in­
formation. 
The illustration shown in Figure 7 offers two alternative con­
siderations for the inclusion of the findings of this study in an 
evaluation formula. The column headed X distributes recommended 
measurement percentages on the basis of the mean importance factors 
identified in the chapter on findings. The column headed "sem" repre­
sents the semantic groupings which have been discussed in this chapter. 
Correction factors Only two major contributing correction 
factors were identified as having statistically different results. Self-
Objective Teacher Student Parent Nat-State Nat-State Local Local Other 
judgment judgment judgment normed criterion normed criterion 
X S em X Sem X S em X S em X Sem X Sem X Sem X Sem 
Achievement , 10 l" ® ! 0 ^ 10 f 0 t 5 ? 10 9 5 
Skill attainment^ 113 1 13 0 
Attitude 6 2 2 1 0 110 
Self-concept 3 10 35 Z 510 00 12 130 
E n t h u s i a s m  4  2  1  0  0  0 1 0  
Creativity 3 110 0 010 
Social maturity 3 „1 0 0 1 c 0 
Library use 2 '0 1 ^ 0 ^ 1 ° 0 ^ 0 2 ' 0 
Project quality 2 10 0 20
Figure 7. Formula inclusion considerations for measurement based on mean importance factors 
and semantic groupings 
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concept and socio-economic status were perceived to be statistically 
different. In the case of self-concept, board members viewed this fac­
tor as less important than did the other two groups. In the case of 
socio-economic status, principals assigned a greater importance. Prac­
tically, however, the 3 per cent differences would not be enough to 
interfere with the utilization of the factors in a correction formula. 
Although some of the correction factors received F values to in­
dicate statistical differences, the agreement of groups was adequate 
to assume that teachers, principals, and board members tend to agree 
on the importance of various correction factors. Although the level 
of agreement was deemed satisfactory for inclusion into an evaluation 
formula, the number of variables which received some value was de­
termined to be impractical so an attempt was made to do some semantic 
grouping provided some similarities existed within mean importance 
factors, medians, ranges, and numbers of non-zero respondents. Cor­
rection factors were grouped by the major headings used in the study 
and were combined only if they remained with the major heading grouping. 
Estimated personal data for students tended to be the most dif­
ficult to group. Intelligence quotient demanded semantic isolation 
and was included in the formula as a 10 per cent factor. Self concept 
was also kept separate and was assigned a value of 5 per cent. 
Parent aspiration, education, and socio-economic status were 
semantically grouped and assigned a value of 15 per cent. Health 
status and physical growth were combined and assigned a value of 5 per 
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cent. Work history and creativity index did not seem to fit the 
semantic groupings and might be dropped from consideration, entered 
separately valued at 2 per cent each, or entered as other local cor­
rections with a value of 5 per cent. 
The section identified as known personal data of students could 
be represented in the correction formula by semantically combining 
class size and attendance and assigning a value of 10 per cent. This 
combination does not represent statistical equalities because at­
tendance received a mean correction factor of 7.09 per cent for all 
groups while class size received a mean importance factor of 3.91 per 
cent overall. Age and sex of students, age of parents, and height and 
weight of students might be combined with semantically similar groups 
in the estimated data section such as health status, parent information, 
or other local correction factors. In any case, an adjustment should be 
represented by no more than 5 to 7 per cent distributed as locally ac­
ceptable adjustment could be accomplished. 
All correction factors could be semantically and statistically 
combined under the overall title of inventories and expenditures. No 
more than 1 per cent separated any of the individual items considered 
in this section. The entire section could be represented by a single 
entry of 10 per cent. 
The same decision could be made for all variables included under 
the facility characteristics section of the study. Again, an appro­
priate assignment of value would seem to be 10 per cent. 
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Availability of instructional material tended to fall into two 
groupings. Materials, equipment, and textbooks could be grouped 
semantically and statistically to be entered into the correction formula 
with a value of 5 to 7 per cent. Parent assistance, guidance services, 
psychological services, aide services, special teachers, and clerks 
could also be grouped with a formula value of 10 per cent. 
Although some of the variables were identified as being 
statistically different when compared by groups, the differences which 
appeared did not appear to be practically great enough so that all 
educators included in the study can be considered as a single group. 
A practical correction formula for use in the concept of including 
student growth for teacher evaluation might include intelligence quo­
tient—10 per cent; self-concept—5 per cent; parent aspiration, 
education, and socio economic status—15 per cent; class size and 
attendance--10 per cent; library inventory, equipment inventory, 
materials expenditure, library expenditure, textbook expenditures, 
and supplies expenditures—10 per cent; flexibility of space, room size, 
condition of building, lighting, temperature, thermal environment, 
custodial services, age of building—10 per cent; availability of 
materials, equipment, and textbooks—5 per cent; and parent assistance, 
guidance services, psychological services, aide services, special 
teachers, and clerks--5 per cent; and other correction variables 
locally determined—30 per cent. 
Two alternative recommendations are suggested in Figure 8. 
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Correction factor Mean importance Semantic 
allocation alternative 
Intelligence quotient 
Self-concept 
10 
8 
10 
5 
Socio-economic status 
Parent aspiration 
Education of garents 
6 
6 
4 
15 
Health 
Physical growth index 
4 
1 
5 
Creativity , ^ 
Work history estimated) 
2 
2 
5 
Attendance 
Class size 
7 
3 
10 
Age of students 
Sex of students 
Age of parents (other known) 
Height of students 
Weight of students 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
5 
Library inventory 
Equipment inventory 
Materials expenditure 
Library expenditure 
Textbook expenditure 
Supplies 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
10 
Flexible space 
Room size 
Condition of building 
Thermal environment 
Lighting 
Temperature 
Custodial services 
Age of building 
Storage 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
0 
10 
Materials availability 
Equipment availability 
Textbook availability 
3 
2 
2 
5 
Parent assistance 
Guidance services 
Psychological services 
Aides 
Special teachers 
Clerks 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
10 
Figure 8. Formula inclusion considerations for correction factors based 
on mean importance factors and semantic grouping 
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Rationale for formula generation All groups reacted positively 
to the two statements designed to gather perceptions about the use of 
student growth to determine the effectiveness of a teacher. The overall 
mean agreement level of which would indicate some agreement with the 
statement that because of extreme differences in teacher personality 
and the methods of instruction, an evaluation based on student growth 
over time is a more satisfactory indicator of instructional effective­
ness than is the observation of process. However, when the design of 
the statement included controls for differences in students, materials 
and facilities, the level of agreement tended to increase for all 
groups. The reaction to the statement that student growth is a viable 
measure of teacher achievement provided differences in students, 
materials, and facilities are accounted for resulted in a mean agree­
ment level of +1.67, slightly above the average moderate agreement 
position. 
The general agreement assessed to exist among the principals, 
teachers, and board members may provide some promise of determining 
that increased emphasis should be given to investigation of student 
growth as a measure of teacher effectiveness. 
The agreement of all groups in identifying the importance of 
the objectives of education was also indicative of the possibility 
of continuing research in this area. Only the area of achievement 
resulted in a statistical difference in importance. This difference 
is somewhat less important when the fact that all groups rated it 
number one rank importance for all objectives. The fact that more 
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than one-hundred of the one-hundred-forty-seven respondents included 
each of the variables Indicates that all nine are recognized as being 
important at some degree of relativity. The closeness of agreement of 
the median importance factors and the mean importance factors is also 
encouraging to further research in the area of teacher evaluation 
based, at least in part, on student growth. 
One of the purposes of this study was to determine if judgment 
would allow a recommendation for a weighting value to be awarded to 
each of the variables so that an evaluation formula might be de­
veloped. 
It was determined that there was sufficient evidence of agree­
ment among principals, teachers, and board members to enter an estimated 
weighting for teacher evaluation into an objective, measurement, cor­
rection formula as illustrated on the following pages. 
The xonaula The teacher evaluation team of a school district 
would measure the objective as directed by the measurement device 
identification, enter an above average, average, or below average value 
in the blank provided; multiply the value times the entered weighting 
factor, and sum the values for all measurements and objectives. 
A similar process would be followed for correction factors. The 
total of the measurement-objective matrix would be divided by the total 
correction matrix to determine a comparable teacher value coefficient. 
Figure 9 provides a sample illustration of a suggested objective-
measurement section of a teacher evaluation measurement formula based 
Teacher 
judgment 
Student 
judgment 
Parent 
judgment 
Nat or state 
normed 
Nat or state 
criterion 
Local 
normed 
Local 
criterion 
Achievement (6)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) (7)( ) = (1)( ) = (4)( ) = (5)( ) = 
Skill attain­
ment (4)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) (3)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) = (3)( ) = 
Attitude (6)( ) = (2)( ) = (2)( ) = (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) (1)( ) = 
Self-concept (3)( ) = (3)( ) . (2)( ) (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) = 
Enthusiasm (4)( ) = (2)( ) = (2)( ) (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) = 
Creativity (3)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) = 
Social maturity(3)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) = 
Library use (2)( ) . (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (2)( ) = 
Project quality(2)( ) = (1)( ) = (1)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (0)( ) = (2)( ) = 
TOTAL Z + % + z + Z + z + Z + Z = 
STUDENT GROWTH EVALUATION RECORD 
Directions for Use; 
1. An entry of 0, 1, or 2 should be made for each objective as measured by the listed device on 
the basis that 0 equals below average growth, 1 equals average growth, and 2 equals above 
average growth. 
2. Each entry should be multiplied by the relative value factor entered in the table. 
3. All factors should be summed to a total. 
4. The grand total should be entered In the blank identified as total objective and evaluation 
on the next page. 
Figure •). Objective and measurement section of teacher evaluation formula 
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on mean Importance values derived from this study. Any modification 
could be accomplished by combining line items or column items and 
adding the coefficients together. 
Figure 10 provides a sample illustration of a suggested correction 
factor section of a teacher evaluation measurement formula based on 
semantic alternatives discussed m this chapter. If mean importance 
factors were preferred, the formula could easily be expanded. It 
should be noted that the semantic alternative recommendation was 
divided by five before entering it into the formula. This was done 
for ease of computation. 
After an evaluation coefficient had been established, the local 
district could statistically treat the results to determine various 
levels of success or criterion levels could be established to serve 
the same purpose. 
Summary 
The findings of this study caused the researcher to conclude that 
there may be more agreement among principals, teachers, and board mem­
bers than is generally assumed as to objectives, measurement devices, 
and correction factors which might be utilized in teacher evaluation 
and that a formula based on student growth for teacher evaluation is 
both possible and feasible. 
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CORRECTION FACTORS 
Intelligence quotient of students 
% 
Self-concept of students 
Parent education, aspiration, and 
socio-economic status 
Health status and physical growth 
of students 
Other estimated student differences 
Attendance record and class size 
Age and sex of students and 
age of parents 
Other known student differences 
Inventory and expenditure for library, 
equipment, supplies, and materials 
Facility characteristics 
Availability of materials, equipment, 
and textbooks 
Availability of parent assistance; guidance, 
pyschological, and special services; and 
aides and clerks 
Other locally determined corrections 
( 2 ) (  
(2 ) (  
(3)( 
( 1 ) (  
( 1 ) (  
( 2 ) (  
( 2 ) (  
( 1 ) (  
( 2 ) (  
( 2 ) (  
( 1 ) (  
( 2 ) (  
( 1 ) (  
Total 
5. 
6 .  
7. 
8.  
9. 
An entry of 0, 1, 2 should be made for each correction factor on 
the basis that 0 equals a below average condition, 1 equals an 
average condition, and 2 equals an above average condition for 
the district. 
Each entry should be multiplied by the relative value factor 
entered in the table. 
All results of the mulciplicatlon should be totaled. 
The grand total should be entered in the blank below identified 
as grand total correction. 
The grand total of objectives and evaluation should be divided 
by the grand total of correction to arrive at a coefficient. 
Grand total objectives and evaluation 
divided by = 
Grand total corrections 
Figure 10. Correction factor section of teacher evaluation formula 
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Limitations 
Certain limitations are inherent in ail research and especially 
so of this study because of the nature of the study and the complexity 
of the problem. These limitations must be recognized before the 
results of this study can be utilized and are listed as follows; 
1. This study consisted of a sample of the population. 
2. Only twenty-one schools were included in the study. 
3. Respondents were limited to Iowa principals, teachers, 
and board members. 
4. The items selected for inclusion constituted a value judg­
ment on the part of the researcher guided by the review of 
literature and a panel of selected educators. 
5. The objectives, measures, and correction factors were sug­
gested to the respondents and not generated by them. 
6. The statistical tool used was analysis of variance and 
was limited to identifying differences among groups. 
7. The differences examined were among groups perceptions and 
not variables. 
8. The respondents may have been influenced by the interviewer 
in the semi-interview situation used in the study although 
great care was experienced to eliminate the same. 
9. The length of the questionnaire may have tired the respond­
ents and affected responses. 
10. The requirement of having to make the numbers balance with 
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another assigned number may have caused the respondents to 
divide equally. 
11. Since the choices were open-ended, the respondents may 
have tended to select five and ten as easy numbers to 
work with. 
12. Because all items have some importance in practice and 
literature, there may have been a tendency on the part of 
the respondent to give some value to each item. 
Recommendations 
Recommendations suggested by this study are offered in two cate­
gories; (1) use of the study and (2) additional research. 
Use of the study It is recommended that local school adminis­
trators become aware of the results of this study and determine if it 
is appropriate for modification and use in a field situation. Adminis­
trators might well look at the evaluation process in the local school 
to determine if some inclusion of teacher evaluation based on student 
growth would be useful. Special attention should be given to the 
multiple input concept for receipt of judgment and empirical data. 
The administrator is advised to modify the results of this study 
for use in the local situation. The wide range of perceptions indicate 
that local determination of coefficients is essential. 
Teachers and board members should be aware that there may be some 
disagreement as to what each group perceives to be areas of agreement 
and disagreement. All educators should be aware that teacher, principals, 
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and board members feel that differences in students, and especially 
students' intelligence quotients and social backgrounds, are import­
ant when considering evaluation of a teacher. 
Additional research 
Additional research is needed to identify which of the groups 
are perceiving the importance of the various variables differently. 
Although this study identified that some differences did exist, no at­
tempt was made to identify the specific group. 
If the variables are to be semantically grouped, research is neces­
sary to determine which of the variables have real differences and which 
have error differences. Additional attention needs to be given to the 
selection of the variables. A study might be profitable which would 
substitute alternate variables for the ones in this study to compare 
whether more valued variables could be included. 
The formula generated by this study is long and may be designed in 
such a way that interactions will influence results unduly. It is sug­
gested that the formula generated here be tested under field condi­
tions to determine if it will, in fact, discriminate among teachers. 
A correlation study of a process observation evaluation and the formula 
generated by this study may prove enlightening. 
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APPENDIX A; INSTRUMENT FOR COLLECTION OF PERCEPTIONS OF 
OBJECTIVES AND MEASURES OF STUDENT GROWTH 
EVALUATION SURVEY INTERVIEW Rï.'SPONSE SHEET 
This section of the instrument has been designed to collect perceptions of objectives and measurement of 
student growth which might be utilized in an evaluation of teacher effectiveness. One hundred points are 
to be distributed to the items in this section. Please wait for specific directions from the interviewer. 
Item 1 
Objectives 
Item 2 
Measures of Student Growth 
National National Locally Locally Teacher Student Parent 
or State or State Developed Developed Judgment Judgment Judgment Other 
Normed Criterion Normed Criterion 
Measures Measures Measures Measures 
Achievement 
Attitude 
Creativity 
Enthusiasm 
Library Use 
Project Quality 
Self Concept 
Skill Attainment 
Social Maturity 
Other 
Other 
Other 
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APPENDIX B; INSTRUMENT FOR COLLECTION OF PERCEPTIONS 
OF CORRECTION FACTORS 
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This section of the instrument has been designed to collect perceptions of 
those factors which might be considered as controls on expectation of student 
growth. Two hundred points are to be distributed to the items in this section. 
Please Wcu.t for directions from the interviewer before proceeding. 
Item 3 
Stude^ -" Characteristics 
Item 4 I I 
Facility Characteristics { | 
Personal Data 
age 
sex - -
age of parents-
weight- - - - -
height- -
attendance- - -
other - - - - -
other 
other 
Non-inferential Data 
age of building - - -
room size - - - -
class size— — — — - -
equipment inventory -
library inventory - -
library expenditure -
textbook e:q>enditure-
supplies expenditure-
materials expenditure 
Estimated Data 
socio-economic status - - -
intelligence quotient - - -
paurent aspiration - - - - -
self concept- -------
health status -------
physical growth index - - -
creativity index- - - - - -
work history- -------
education of parents- - - -
other __________ — - — — 
other — - - — 
other — - - -
Other 
Inferential Data 
condition of building - -
custodial service - - - -
temperature - - -
li g h t i n g —  — — — — — — — —  
thermal environment - — -
flexibility of space-
availability of 
materials -------
equipment -----
textbooks - -
guidance services - - -
psychological services-
special services- - - -
st o r a g e  - - - - - - - -
aid e s  - - - - - - - - -
clerks -
parent assistance - - -
other - - -
other - - -
other - — -
other 
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APPENDIX C; DIRECTIONS FOR THE INTERVIEWER 
Ill 
DIRECTIONS FOR THE INTERVIEWER 
The following set of directions has been developed so that all data will be 
gathered in a similar fashion in each district. If / for some reason, you have problems 
or if the directions are not clear, please feel free to phone me at 1-319-524-5505, 
collect, after 9:00 p.m. If I am not at that number, leave a call back request, and 
I will return the call within the hour. 
Step 1: The first step will be to identify the elementary teacher and principal, the 
junior high teacher and principal, the senior high teacher and principal, and the board 
member to be included in the study. The term principal is being used to identify the 
principal, assistant principal, or supervisory person identified as having responsibility 
for teacher evaluation. 
The following random process of selection is recommended, however, an alternative 
process may be used provided the method retains the element of randomness. 
a. Identify the number of teachers in each group: elementary, junior high, 
senior high. 
b. Using a table of reindom numbers or by a lot drawing, select a number. This 
number should not exceed the total number in the group. 
c. Using a roster or school directory, count until you come to the number 
identified in step b. 
d. Ask the teacher to participate. If for some reason the teacher is not available 
or refuses to cooperate in the study, select the next teacher on the list. 
e. Continue this process until an elementary teacher, a junior high teacher, and 
a senior high teacher have been selected. 
f. Identify the principals availcible at each level. 
g. Place the names on slips of paper, one for each principal, and draw one. 
h. Repeat this process for the selection of the board member. 
Step 2; Contact the selected respondents and invite them to meet with you at a time and 
place convenient for you and for them. If the entire group cannot meet at one time, 
the results of the study will not be damaged if part of the group meets at one time, 
and the rest of the group at other times. You may wish to utilize the following 
information during your contact with the respondents. The study; 
a. is designed to collect the personal opinions of the respondents. 
b. will not identify the respondent or the school. 
c. may result in identifying ways to use student growth as a factor in teacher 
evaluation. 
d. will take 30 to 60 minutes of their time. 
Step 3: When the respondents meet, seat them so they will answer individually. 
Step 4: Pass out the data gathering instrument, a blank sheet of paper, and a pencil. 
Refer them to item one and ask them to cover item two with the blank sheet. They may 
use the blauik sheet for scratch paper as they work through the instrument. 
Step 5; Please read the following to the respondents; 
"You have been selected to cooperate in this study because you have some connection 
with teacher evaluation either as one who is being evaluated informally or formally, or 
as one who has some responsibility for teacher evaluation. Although teacher evaluation 
includes evaluation of teacher characteristics, teaching process, and student growth, this 
study is limited to student growth. The first task will be to identify your perceptions o: 
the objectives of student growth. Item one contains a list of nine areas which may or may 
not be relevant as a responsibility of a teacher. You may or may not feel the list is 
complete. If you identify an objective not listed, please feel free to add it in the 
space provided. This is true of each section of the questionnaire. If an item is not 
included, and you feel it should be included, please feel free to add your item. 
You au:e being asked to give priority to each of these items by identifying what 
percent of attention each of the items deserves as items used to evaluate teachers 
based on student growth. Please distribute the 100 points so that the total of the 
column equals 100. Example: You may feel that achievement is the only item which is 
important. In that case, you would give achievement the entire 100 points. On the 
other hand, you may feel that each item is of equal importance. In that case, you 
would give each item 11 or 12 points. However, if you feel that some items are quite 
importemt and others are of less importance, you are free to distribute the 100 points 
in any way you choose provided the total of the column is equal to 100. You may wish 
to make a distribution on the scratch paper before including the number on the final 
sheet. Please complete the column under Item one at this time." 
Step 6; When the respondents have completed Item One, ask them to look at Item Two, 
Measures of Student Growth. Then say the following: 
"You have now completed the identification of those objectives of education which 
eire considered by you as items for which a teacher should be held responsible. The 
next step is to determine exactly your perception of how they should be measured. We 
have available to us normed measures such as tests and scales which identify differences 
in student growth conçaxed to the normal curve. The purpose of the normed measure is to 
identify the relationship the student has when compared to others in his group. 
Examples of normed measures are the ITED, Iowa Basic Skills, SKA tests, etc. The 
criterion test, on the other hand, is designed to determine who does well on a set 
of prespecified objectives. All students may do very well or very poorly. The purpose 
is to measure how completely the objective has been achieved. An example of this is 
the national assessment, etc. These types of measures can and have been developed 
locally, also. In addition to the normed and criterion measures, evaluators have 
traditionally utilized teacher judgment, student judgment, and parent judgment of 
the degree of student growth. Please distribute the number of points you have given to 
each of the objectives over the various measures of student growth. If you have, for 
instance, given achievement 25 points, distribute those 25 points to the various columns 
indicating the measure you feel is appropriate as a measure of that objective. The total 
of the line should equal the total you have assigned to that line item. The distribution 
will result in the 100 point total. Please distribute the points now." 
Step 7; Request that the respondents set the first sheet aside and look at the sheet 
containing Items Three and Four. Then say: 
"You have identified the objectives for which you feel a teacher should be 
responsible relative to student growth, and you have identified which of the measures 
should be utilized to determine if the objectives have been achieved. However, if 
teachers are to be evaluated on the basis of how much their students have shown growth, 
differences in the students themselves and the facilities with \^ ich the teachers work 
must be taken into consideration. In the box at the top of the sheet indicating student 
characteristics and facility characteristics, please identify how much weight each 
item deserves. You may wish to read the sub-items before making your decision. If 
you consider the major items equal, place a 100 in each box. If, on the other hand, 
you feel that either student characteristics or facility characteristics is more 
important than the other, place the numbers you feel the items deserve in the boxes so 
that the total of the two boxes is 200. An item may recieve any number from 0 to 200. 
You may wish to aidd some item in the space provided. Please mark the two boxes. Now you 
may distribute the points you placed in the boxes to the sub-items below." 
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Step 8; Ask the respondents to set the second sheet aside and look at the sheet 
containing the additional item. This item may be item 5, 6, or 7 depending on which 
has been included in your packet. Then say: 
"On this page you will find some questions which are asking for your agreement 
or disagreement with the statement. If you strongly agree with the statement, indicate 
by marking a +3. If you strongly disagree with the statement, indicate by mzirking a -3. 
If, however, your feeling is between strongly agree and strongly disagree mark the 
statement +2, +1, or -2 as you feel it is appropriate. If you have no feeling at 
all, indicate by marking a 0. Sub-item f and g have several blanks. Please fill in 
all blanks amd use a =3 in one blank and -3 in one blajik. The others might all have 
the same or different numbers as you choose to use them. 
Step 9; Please ask the respondents to record the appropriate information about them­
selves on the upper right hand corner of each page. 
£ = elementary 
JH = junior high 
SH - senior high 
T 
P 
B = 
teacher 
principal or someone 
in supervision acting 
in his place 
board member 
Number of years 
of experience 
SH T 7 
JH P 22 
B 11 
Example: (senior high teacher with seven years of experience) 
(junior high principal with twenty two years of experience) 
(board member with eleven years of experience) 
Step 10; Thank each of the participemts for their cooperation, place the copies of 
each respondent's instrument together and staple it, place the seven instruments in the 
return envelope and return it to me. 
* Note: During the administration of the pilot, two terms needed 
special definition. On item 1, achievement and skill 
attcûnment caused some confusion. Achievement is defined 
as that learning which adds to the student's fund of 
knowledge, whereas, skill attainment is defined as those 
skills required to gather knowledge. 
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Item 6 
Additional Questions of Interest 
a. Instruments used to report the evaluation of a teacher can be used for 
both improvement of instruction and the rating of teacher competency. 
b. Student growth is a viable measure of teacher achievement provided 
differences in students, teachers and materials and facilities are 
accounted for. 
c. Any instrument used to report a teacher evaluation should be signed 
by both the teacher and the evaluator to indicate that the teacher 
has seen the evaluation but not to indicate that the teacher 
necessarily agrees with the evaluation. 
d. A teacher should sign an evaluation only when the teacher is ready to accept 
the evaluation as valid. 
e. There is no reason why a single instrument cannot be used to evaluate 
instruction at both the elementary and secondary level. 
f. Beginning teachers should be evaluated at least 
monthly 
each grading period 
each semester 
annually 
every two or three years 
g. A successful, experienced teacher should be evaluated 
monthly 
each grading period 
each semester 
annually 
every two or three years 
h. Because of the extreme differences in teacher personality and the methods of 
instruction, an evaluation based on student growth over time is a more 
satisfactory indicator of instructional effectiveness than is observation of 
process. 
i. Evaluation is a local responsibility so a school system should develop its 
own method of evaluation rather than relying on a commercially prepared 
instrument or method. 
j. Since evaluation of teachers is a function of the board of education, 
evaluation of instruction effectiveness should be designed by the 
administration to gather information desired by the board of education. 
k. An instrument used for evaluation should contain a section specifically 
designed for specialized areas: art, music, physical education, counseling, 
elementary self-contained, teamed, specialized area, etc. 
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APPENDIX D; CORRESPONDENCE 
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Dear 
Iowa State University is sponsoring a graduate study through the Department 
of Educational Administration of the College of Education to determine teacher, 
principal, and board member perceptions of what will need to be considered if 
student growth is to be utilized in teacher evaluation. We would like to 
invite you to participate in the study. 
Our interviewer would like to meet with you at 
on at . Several other members of your 
school group have been invited to meet with us. If for some reason you are 
unable to attend at this time, you will be contacted for another appointment. 
Because of the statewide nature of the meetings, we hope that this time will 
be convenient for you. 
The interview will take less than an hour. It involves answering some 
prepared questions. Arrangements have been made for you to make open-ended 
responses if you feel that the prepared questions are too limiting. 
We hope that you will be able to attend and are looking forward to 
meeting you. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Ross Engel 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Wm. J. Cameron 
INTERVIEWER 
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The phone request or interview directed 
to the administrator of the selected 
districts followed this general format 
This is Bill Cameron, a graduate student at Iowa State University. We are 
attempting to determine some of the measures and controls which will be 
utilized in developing an evaluation formula which will be based on student 
achievement and growth rather than just observation of the teaching process. 
The purpose of this call is to solicit your cooperation and to request 
permission to contact an elementary teacher, an elementary principal, 
a junior high teacher, a junior high principal, a secondary teacher, 
a high school principal, and a school board member to participate in the 
project. 
We would like to do a random selection of these people, so I would also 
like to have you send me a faculty directory or roster if you have one 
available. In addition to this, I need permission to use one of your 
rooms for em interview. 
We will use the directory to make the selection of people to participate, 
contact them through letter, conduct the interview, and notify you of the 
results of the total study. We are going to attempt to do all of the 
interview outside of school hours so that there will be no interuption of 
the regular schedule. 
Other information usually given: 
1. The individuals will not be identified in the study. 
2. The school will not be identified in the study. 
3. The interview will not take more than an hour. 
4. À call back will be made to be certain that everyone is included, but 
if an individual refuses to participate another person will be selected 
so that your school will be represented with an entire response team. 
5. I would appreciate it if you would encourage your staff to cooperate 
with the study. 
6. At this time, we plan to set the interview meeting for 
on . Is there anything on your school calendar to 
cause problems? 
7. We would also like permission to plug in a coffee maker and allow 
smoking for those who smoke. 
Thank you for your permission. I will be sending you a letter in the next 
mail after receiving your roster explaining who has been selected, and the 
specific plans for your school. If I may, I would like to send you the 
letters for the individuals along with a short note for your signature in­
dicating that we have your permission for the study and that you urge co­
operation. I would also like your permission to release the participants 
names and the fact that your school will be included in the study to the 
press and radio. 
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Press Release Form 
The Community Schools 
is one of twenty schools in Iowa selected to participate in a study 
of teacher evaluation utilizing student growth as a factor. This 
study is part of a doctoral program under the direction of Dr. 
Ross Engel, Educational Administration, Iowa State University. 
will be the local 
project director assisting with the collection of data for the 
study. / / 
t / 
, and 
will also be participating in the study. 
J. Cameron of Keokuk, project coordinator, indicates that this 
is an example of how members of the staff and board of the 
CcHmminity Schools cooperate 
with statewide studies in an attempt to improve education in Iowa. 
The study is designed to collect educational preceptions and 
recommendations of objectives, measures of student growth, and 
the contribution of differences, in the students themselves and 
the facilities available to the teachers, to the determination of 
what student growth can be expected. 
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APPENDIX E; F VALUES FOR GROUPS AND SUB-GROUPS 
F VALUES FOR GROUPS 
Test statistic • F - 3,Oh F r»i • h*71 
•"^ 2,186 '12,186 
Objectives Measures of Student Growth 
National 
or State 
Normed 
Measures 
National 
or State 
Criterion 
Measures 
Locally 
Developed 
Normed 
Measures 
Locally 
Developed 
Criterion 
Measures 
Teacher 
Judgment 
Student 
Judgment 
Parent 
Judgment Other 
Achievement 3.25* 2.13 1.21 3.60* .U2 3.L8* .1*9 U»27* 1.714 
Attitude 1.29 .23 3.73* 2,10 10.35** .32 2.U7 
Creativity .2$ .22 3.08* .07 1.80 2.I47 1.3k 2.79 iii6 
Enthusiasm 1.60 2.08 __.6I, l.hh .38 h.35* 1.29 .79 _ti3 
Library Use .07 1.0$ 1.61 1.70 1.37 .86 1.00 
Project Quality M S.37** 3^6 9.75** .26 .h2 2.33 .31 1.71 
Self Concept .71 1.08 1.78 .21 2.20 3.60* 1.80 2.53 _d3 
Skill Attainment .U7 1.
 3.60* 2.97 h.l5* 1.17 .12 1.00 
Social Maturity l.H .59 l.b9 3.32 .75 .79 1.79 2.01 .39 
Other .23 1.82 3.08* 2.17 1.57 2.76 2.7U 2.7k 1.33 
Other 
• •— 
Other 
187 
F VALUE FOR GROUPS 
Student Characteristics Facility Characteristics 
Personal Data 
s e x  - - - - - - - - - - - -  «62 
age of parents - - 1.6L 
weight- .10 
height ,69 
attendance- -------- 1.66 
other - - - 1.3li. 
other _______ ------
other _______ ------
Estimated Data 
socio-economic status - - - 3.90* 
intelligence quotient - - - .57 
parent aspiration ----- «2U 
self concept— - — — — — . 6.K6** 
health status ------- 2.78 
physical growth index - - - 1.9^ 
.creativity index- ----- 1.50 
work history- ------- L.91** 
education of parents- - - - l*b6 
other _________ - — - - .^2 
other ___________ - — - - __ 
other - - - -
Other 
Non-inferential Data 
age of building ----- .97 
room size - «26 
class size— ——————— 2.^2 
equipment inventory .78 
library inventory- - - - - 1.17 
library expenditure - - -' 1.01 
textbook expenditure- - - $.70** 
supplies expenditure- - - 1.11 
materials eiçpenditure - - $.61**-
Inferential Data 
condition of building - - .63 
custodial service - - - - .51 
tençeratùre - - - 2.03 
lighting- 1.59 
thermal environment .60 
flexibility of sMce- - - 1.73 
availability of 
materials ------- .32 
equipment -------
textbooks ------- .23 
guidance services - - - 1.23 
psychological services- 1«27 • 
speciëû services- - - - 6.BU** 
storage — — — — — — — — .33 
aides - -- -- -- -- l.lii 
clerks— — — — — — — — — ii. 06** 
parent assistance - - - «67 
other — — — «6U 
other ________ - - - ___ 
other ' - - - . 
other — — — 
other 
F VAUTES FOR SUB GROUPS 
Objectives 
Test Statistic F^ s - 2.16 
'1^ 6,ILO 
Measures of Student Growth 
Vino 
National 
or State 
Nortned 
Measures 
National 
or State 
Criterion 
Measures 
Locally 
Developed 
Normed 
Measures 
Locally 
Developed 
Criterion 
Measures 
Teachex Student Parent 
Judgment Judgment Judgment Other 
Achievement UJ 
Attitude 
Creativity 
Enthusiasm 
Library Use 
Project Quality 
Self Concept las 
Skill Attainment ULl 
Social Maturity 
Other .81 
Other 
Other 
-1.Z? kl? i.oU hH .88 .80 1.0k 
_i9? WP .8!, W? 2.22* 1^69. .63 
-A9 ^23 .9l< 1.27 .81 .75 
.57 1. lîl6 .62 1.3L 
^55 1.10 .<7 .L8 1.00 
l.<0 -.67 2.51* ^8 .63 l.lU .88 _îl9 
1.02 ^69 .99 1.63 3.08** 1.09 .77 
.7$ W3 .6U 2.0$ .96 1.00 
.I48 
_.S7 l.Lk .60 1.00 .32 .81 
.97 h99 1.00 . . 70  .lU .11 .6U 1.73 
—— 
189 
F VALUES FOR SUB GROUPS 
Facility Characteristics 
Non-inferential Data 
age of building - - Jû 
room size -
_LlS 
2.36* class size— ——————— lj22 
equipment inventory - - -
.35 
library inventory- - - - - a 
.éU library expeadituz* - - -
1.Q7 textbook expand!tur#- - -
supplies expenditure- - - aiZ 
materials expenditure - - 1.LW 
Student Charactaristica 
Personal Data 
age 
sex 
age of parents-
weight 
height 
attendance- - • 
other - - - - -
other _______ 
other 
Estimated Data 
socio-economic status - - - 1.36 
intelligence quotient - - - .7U 
parent aspiration ----- .66 
self concept- . ,à/b 
health status ------- .60 
physical growth isdsx - - - 1.03 
.creativity index- ----- .68 
work history - - .3$ 
education of parents- - - - 1.66 
other ___________ - - - - .39 
other ___________ - - - -
other - - - -
Other 
Inferential Data 
condition of building - - «$U 
custodial service - - - - .6ii 
temperature .99 
lighting— 2.92* 
thermal environment - - - .^7 
flexibility of ?pace- — .30 
availability of 
materials l.OU 
equipment .9h 
textbooks - - - .OU 
guidance services - - - .U7 
psychological services- 1.39' 
special services- - - - 2.10 
storage .53 
aides - - - - 1.06 
c l e r k s —  — — — — — — — —  1.08 
parent assistance - - - .6L 
other ________ - - - .93 
other _________ - - - ___ 
other ' - - - • 
other - - - . 
other - - - . 
